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Reason or Revelation? 
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II 

There are more rationalists in the churches than go by that 
name. It is not a nice name. Rationalism is, as we have shown in 
the preceding articles, an ugly, wicked thing. It sets itself above 
Scripture, above God. Who would want to proclaim himself a ra- 
tionalist? Our Liberals indeed are not ashamed of the name. But 
the great majority of theologians dislikes it. However, many of 
them, very many of them, are doing the very same thing the 
rationalists have been doing, and they do it because they like it. 
They fall into two groups. The first group, made up of those who 
carry on their rationalistic business under an alias, is the subject 
of the present article. In the following article we shall deal with 
those who strongly insist on the sola Scriptura but still engage in 
rationalistic practices. 

The first group recognizes other authorities besides Scripture, 
but does not name reason, that is, natural reason, as such an ad- 
ditional source and norm of the Christian teaching. What it en- 
thrones as authority in religion is introduced under the name of 
“enlightened reason.” These men tell us that natural reason, the 
authority of the rationalists, is blind in spiritual matters but that 
the enlightened reason of the Christian, regenerate reason, is 
capable of judging spiritual matters and must be permitted to sit in 
judgment on Scripture. These men say: “The source from which 
the dogmatician gets his material is his reason, enlightened through 
revelation. ... So there is a threefold source of the Christian 
doctrine, the enlightened reason of the dogmatician, the teaching 
of the Church, and the canonical Scripture of the Old and the 
New Testament.” (See Baier, Compendium, I, p.91.) John De 
Witt tells us: “Our enlightened moral instinct rejects it un- 
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reservedly and forever.” (What Is Inspiration? P.180.)) A.H. 
Strong: “The science of theology is a product of reason, but of 
reason as including a power of recognizing God which is prac- 
tically inseparable from a love of God.” (Syst. Theol., p.3.) Modern 
theology — liberal and conservative —is obsessed with the idea 
that in regeneration reason receives additional powers, so that it 
can understand, more or less, the mysteries of God and is priv- 
ileged to sit in judgment on Scripture. 

Nothing of the kind takes place in regeneration. 2 Cor. 10:5 
(“bringing into captivity every thought to the obedience of Christ”) 
is addressed to the Christians, too. They understand the mystery 
of the Trinity and the mystery of inspiration as little as the un- 
christians. What takes place in regeneration is that the Christian 
receives the power to put his reason into subjection to Scripture. 
When a Christian is tempted to criticize Scripture and to set his 
own thoughts above Revelation, it is not his regenerate mind but 
the old unregenerate Adam that is speaking. In the words of 
Dr. Walther: “Nor can enlightened and regenerate reason be made 
the source and norm of religious knowledge, equal and on a level 
with Scripture. For the nature of an enlightened and regenerate 
reason consists just in this, that it does not make itself but Scripture 
the source of knowledge in matters of faith, 2 Cor. 10:5. Besides, in 
no man is there to be found, in this life, a perfectly enlightened 


and regenerate reason, Gen. 18:10-15.” (Lehre u. Wehre, 13, p. 99. 
Vier Thesen ueber das Schriftprinzip.) Even Dr. Robert Jelke 


1) In order to show how this “regenerate” reason works and what 
wickedness it is capable of, we shall transcribe the entire passage. “We 
go fearlessly to the old inspiration, approving or rejecting, as it may be. 
If anything agrees not with these words of Christ in the gospels and 
with the life of God incarnate, we renounce and denounce it as evil. 
Our enlightened moral instinct rejects it unreservedly and forever. Any 
disciple of Christ that does not speak according to this word knows not 
what spirit he is of. Let him come closer to Christ in His pervasive, 
effluent, and communicative moral purity. Let him take John’s position, 
pillowing his head on the Master’s bosom, where he can hear His faintest 
whisper and feel every throb of His pure, tender, and loving heart, and 
he will come to a better mind” and repudiate the doctrine of verbal in- 
spiration. We ought to quote the preceding paragraphs, too, because 
they show where “enlightened reason” and those who operate with it 
really belong: “If, besides the divine truth that the Old Testament em- 
bodies, it also contains partial truths, which are sometimes as misleading 
as falsehoods, and moral incongruities and monstrosities from which our 
souls recoil, how shall I separate the gold from the dross? By the use 
of my reason? Would you have me become a rationalist? Yes, rather 
than be a sophist or simpleton. Yes, a thousand times, if one becomes 
a rationalist by making use of his reason, including conscience and every 
spiritual faculty with which God has endowed him, strengthened and 
— tened by the Word and life and spirit of Christ. Who will fling 
a gibe at us for such rationalism, a rationalism that verges so closely 
upon inspiration?” We are going to say the same thing — men who oper- 
ate with the “enlightened” reason are rationalists. 
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points this out to his colleagues: “They appeal, not to corrupt 
reason, but to reason as renewed through the Word of God. But 
they forget that the decision as to whether reason is renewed or 
regenerate must be taken solely from the Word of God and that 
accordingly the real categories of revelation must be derived not 
from formal reason but from the Word of God.” (Vernunft und 
Offenbarung, p.36.) Long ago J.Gerhard upheld this correct 
principle over against the Reformed. He wrote: “ ‘But,’ they say, 
‘you must distinguish between the regenerate and the unregenerate 
reason.’ Bucanus asks: ‘Is all authority to be denied human reason 
and the principles of philosophy in determining the nature of 
Christ’s body?’ and answers: ‘In so far as human reason received 
spiritual qualities in regeneration, it can bear true testimony... .’ 
We answer: Regenerate reason must believe and judge concerning 
the articles of faith according to God’s Word; else it ceases to be 
regenerate.” (See Lehre u. Wehre, 26, p. 260; 21, p. 35.) 

Putting the tag “enlightened” on reason may hide, but does 
not change, the situation. These men are rationalists pure and 
simple. One who presumes to make the cogitations, ruminations, 
and dictates of his own mind equally authoritative with the teach- 
ings of Scripture, pleading that these cogitations are inspired by 
the Holy Spirit, and actually changes the Scripture teaching to suit 
these cogitations, has fallen a prey to the same pride of carnal 
reason as dominates Roehr and Fosdick. As Dr. Pieper says: 
“When modern theologians make the ‘regenerate ego’ the principle of 
Christian knowledge and at the same time refuse to accept Scripture 
as the Word of God and the sole source and norm of theology, they 
are in reality placing the natural ego of man, the flesh, upon the seat 
of authority in the Church. It is plain, common rationalism 
masquerading as Christianity.” (Chr. Dog., I, p. 242.) Dr. Stoeck- 
hardt: “The theology of F. H. R. Frank, which takes up the cudgels 
against the rationalism of Ritschl, is itself nothing but a new form 
and edition of rationalism, rationalism in a churchly dress. It is the 
natural reason, which in the systems of Frank pulls the Christian 
truths to pieces after its own particular fashion, dissects them, and 
fashions them together again, harmonizes them.” (Lehre u. Wehre, 
42, p.74.) And Dr.De Witt agrees whole-heartedly with Pieper 
and Stoeckhardt. We heard him say: Brethren, let us admit it! 
When we use our spiritual faculties, enlightened by the Word and 
spirit of Jesus, in arriving at the true doctrine of inspiration, we 
are—and we say it proudly — rationalists. 

This form of rationalism is a wicked, monstrous thing, just 
as is the common kind. It amounts to an insult of the new man, 
the good Christian, to expect of him to set his cogitations on a par 
with the teachings of Scripture. What a satanic presumption it is 
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to assume the right to amend and change and improve what the 
Holy Spirit has set down in Scripture once for all! But do these 
men really reject plain teachings of Scripture in the name and by 
authority of their illuminated reason? De Witt, having pillowed his 
head on the Master’s bosom, finds that he cannot accept the doc- 
trine of the verbal, plenary inspiration of Scripture. His soul 
recoils from the moral incongruities and monstrosities of the Old 
Testament. And his is no exceptional case. Dr. H.C. Alleman 
feels the same way. He says: “When we read Old Testament 
stories of doubtful ethics and lex talionis reprisals, with their 
cruelty and vengefulness, their polygamy and adultery, it is difficult 
for us to sympathize with the theory of verbal inspiration.” (Luth. 
Church Quarterly, 1936, p. 24.) In fact, all theologians who operate 
with “enlightened” reason, have discarded this doctrine. They 
feel compelled to separate the gold from the dross (De Witt’s 
phrase), the kernel from the husk (Alleman’s phrase). And this 
is not the only doctrine with which “enlightened” reason is out of 
sympathy. It feels and acts just like carnal reason. Give the reign 
to “enlightened reason,” and it will ride rough-shod over all Chris- 
tian doctrines. “It is a fatal aberration,” said Walther, to make en- 
lightened reason the source and norm of Christian teaching. — We 
shall revert to this later on. 

Other aliases are Christian consciousness, Christian experience, 
faith, spirit. These terms are synonyms of “enlightened reason,” 
and we are discussing them separately only because they are used 
more frequently. “Christian experience” —that is the one great 
authority for modern theologians. “Out of the stuff of human life, 
theology is born.” We all are acquainted with the classic dictum 
of Hofmann, the Lutheran: “Ich, der Christ, bin mir, dem Theo- 
logen, der Stoff meiner Wissenschaft.” 2) Edwin E. Aubrey, of the 


2) Just now Churches and Sects of Christendom, by J. L. Neve, 
came to hand. We read on page 242: “But was Schleiermacher right in 
his very attractive suggestion of developing the substance of dogmatics out 
of the religious Te of the theologian? Agreement on this point 
was expressed by F.H.R. Frank, leading systematician of the Erlangen 
school. In the defense of this position Frank made use of a thought in 
the Hegelian realm of philosophy (Fichte). He discussed the matter of 
his System of Christian Certainty. Following Fichte’s distinction between 
the ‘TT and the ‘Non-I,’ he established himself upon the principle: I, the 
theologian, have as the object of my reflection the inner consciousness 
of myself as a Christian. In other words, the dogmatician will not 
describe objectively what Pag finds in Scripture (as was done in the 
dogmatics of the Loci), but practically he will describe subjectively the 
contents of his own inner experience of the Christian truth. Hofmann 
was in partial agreement with Frank. Some of the Erlangen school have 
steered more to the right from this principle. ... R.Seeberg led further 
to the left by making the reflecting dogmatician, on the basis of his own 
findings, the criterion of truth.” In a footnote Neve adds: “See C. E. 
Luthardt, Die a mea PP. 90 ff., and cf. F. Pieper’s sharp 
critique of Frank in his Dogmatik, V 
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University of Chicago, put it into good English: “Out of the stuff of 
human life, theology is born” and then goes on to tell us what 
he and Hofmann and the rest of the experientialists mean: “The 
early Christian records are themselves built out of Christian ex- 
perience. .... Ever new insights born of Christian experiences 
enlarge the system [of Christian theology] and give it greater rele- 
vance to all men’s lives... . It is the contribution of church- 
fellowship to theology that it infuses the Christian system with the 
personal experience of its members.” (Living the Christian Faith, 
pp. 36, 72, 74.) Scripture alone does not suffice for the establish- 
ment of the Christian religion and the maintenance of Christian 
theology. Christian experience must contribute its part. R.Jelke 
tells us: “In establishing the truth of the Christian religion, 
theology needs factors which are not at the disposal of the 
philosophy of religion. These factors lie in the own personal ex- 
perience of the Christian subject. And to take account of the 
individual personal experience of the Christian, of that experience 
which made him a Christian, and to utilize it for the establishing of 
the truth of Christianity, that is the peculiar business of the 
theologian. He must point out on what foundation faith rests.” 
(Die Grunddogmen des Christentums, p.2.)®) Another pertinent 
statement, from the Lutheran Church Review (General Council): 
“The Missouri position . . . mistakes the Scripture, which is the only 
tule of faith, as the only source of religion. ... The Word has 
always been before, and in small part at least, outside of and 
beyond the Scriptures. Where, then, has this small part at least 
been lodged? In regenerate human consciousness. Where has it 
manifested itself? In regenerate human experience, which God 
does not despise, as much as some of His representatives have. . . 
Scripture itself shows that ‘the answer to God’s Word in human 
consciousness is a part of God’s revelation to the world.’ This is 
a fact in spite of what the Missouri writer says about Peter, Paul, 
and John receiving the message, doctrine, and words direct from 
the Holy Ghost.” (See Theol. Quarterly, I, p.371f.) The Chris- 
tian-experience theology does indeed place the Christian con- 
sciousness beside Scripture as a coordinate authority and estab- 
lishes it as a legitimate source and norm of the Christian doctrine. 
H. Wheeler Robinson speaks in the name of all experientialists 
when he states “that religious experience is to be taken as the 
starting-point of theological reconstruction.” (The Chr. Experience 
of the Holy Spirit, p. VII.) 

“Theological reconstruction,” yes, and even the Bible needs to 


3) Compare this with the statement of Jelke quoted above and oad 
to harmonize it. 
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be reconstructed. You cannot base theology on the Scriptures as 
they lie before you. How much of the Bible is true? What parts 
of it are God’s Word? Your Christian consciousness must tell you 
that. W.B.Berkenmeyer: “We must judge Scripture by Christ. 
. .. Spirit and life cannot be preserved or handed down in words — 
only in lives.” (The Luth. Church Quarterly, 1938, p. 69.) “Christ,” 
“spirit,” Christian consciousness, will tell you what portions of the 
Bible must be deleted. G.T. Ladd: “It belongs to the Church, in 
every age, to examine the sacred writings by the light both of tradi- 
tion and of its own spiritually illumined self-consciousness. By the 
light of tradition each age discovers what the previous ages have 
considered to be canonical Scriptures; by the light of its own 
spiritually illumined consciousness it discovers the Word of God 
within those Scriptures. ... The Church has the right of rejecting 
from this Word whatever does not satisfy the demands of its ethico- 
religious consciousness. ... The New Testament is in nearly all its 
extent the vehicle of the divine Word of salvation.” The Old 
Testament “contains many divine words”; nevertheless it “contains 
also many statements of fact and doctrine which are not thus estab- 
lished, confirmed, and approbated.” (See B.Mauly, The Bible 
Doctrine of Inspiration, p.50f.) And the Lutheran theologian 
E. Schaeder (in Breslau) agrees with this: “The Spirit-wrought 
faith applies a sifting process to the Bible-word. Through this 
sifting process it gets the Word of God, the Word of Christ, to 
which it pneumatically adheres.” (Theozentrische Theologie, II, 
page 69.) 

The Christian self-consciousness reconstructs the Bible, and 
what is left of the Bible you believe not because Scripture assures 
you of it, but because your experience says so. Some experien- 
tialists have left the doctrine of the Virgin Birth intact. But how do 
we know that Jesus was indeed born of the Virgin? R. Jelke as- 
sures us that “the chief faith-experience (das zentrale Glaubens- 
erlebnis) of the Christian, which leads us to see the uniqueness of 
the Savior, compels us by the same inner necessity to accept the 
dogma that Jesus was born, by the power of the Holy Spirit, of 
the Virgin; in other words, the innermost heart of our faith can 
and does make us certain not only of the realitas incarnationis but 
also of a specific modus incarnationis.” (Grunddogmen, p. 108.) 

Furthermore, this reconstructed Bible is not up to date. Certain 
doctrines have not yet been fully revealed. We sort of talk about 
them, but Christian experience has not yet spoken the final word. 
A.F.C. Vilmar, another Lutheran, conservative, too, after stating 
that, “while the objective source of dogmatics is the revelation 
of God in Christ, the subjective source is experience, the personal 
participation in those divine facts,” goes on to declare that “the 
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further experiences that lie before us have to do with the essence 
of the Church and with the Last Things, with Eschatology. . . . 
This doctrine is one of those which must yet be experienced, and 
we are living in the age in which this experience is to come to 
pass.” (Dogmatik, I, pp.4,7; Il, p.181.) This means, of course, 
that what we have been teaching on the subjects of the Church 
and of the Last Things before 1874 was guesswork. — Christian 
experience is indeed made a source and the norm of Christian 
teaching. 

And that is rationalism. “Christian consciousness” is a reality, 
a blessed reality, and it speaks out with a loud voice, but in the 
role it is made to play by the experientialists it is simply a synonym 
for reason. When it is made to sit in judgment on Scripture, it is 
simply a dummy, uttering the speech of reason. When Ladd and 
Schaeder apply their sifting process to Scripture, rejecting certain 
statements and doctrines as unacceptable, it is not the Christian 
consciousness which is directing them,—for the conscience and 
mind of the Christian, created by the Holy Spirit, cannot reject 
anything spoken by the Holy Spirit,—but their carnal, proud 
reason. What else can dominate their thoughts? They will not 
say that the Holy Ghost is giving them new revelations. They do 
not want to write themselves down as Quakers and Muenzerites. 


Nor will they want to say that their cogitations and demonstrations 
are disordered dreaming and empty babbling. No, no, when a man 
refuses to accept a teaching of the Bible, it is because something 
makes him say: It cannot be true; it must be something dif- 
ferent. And that is the voice of reason. The same applies to the 
theory of the further development of doctrine or the discovery of 
new doctrines. 


H. Sasse puts these men in their place: “Who is the judge that 
will tell me in cases of doubt where Christ and where only Scrip- 
ture speaks? Have I not, then, made my reason, which speaks 
through my ethico-religious feeling, the norma normans of Chris- 
tian teaching?” (See Allg. Ev.-Luth. Kirchenz., Feb. 18, 1938.) 
The Baptist A.H.Strong comes to the same conclusion; his 
diagnosis of the situation is unanswerable: “The illumination 
theory holds, not that the Bible is, but that it contains, the Word 
of God.... An inspiration of this sort still leaves us destitute of 
any authoritative standard of truth and duty. An additional 
revelation would, upon this theory, still be needed to tell us what 
parts are true and binding. Since no such additional revelation 
is given us, the individual reason must determine what parts of 
Scripture it is to receive and what to reject. The theory in effect 
makes reason, and not the Scriptures, the ultimate authority in 
morals and religion.” (Syst. Theol., p.99f.) Dr.Craig, writing in 
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the Presbyterian, October 11, 1928, passes the same judgment: 
“By Christian consciousness is meant that we cannot be under 
obligation to accept anything in religion that is not real to this 
high tribunal, before which all cases in question must be brought. 
. . . Those who insist that the Christian consciousness, which is 
another phrase for the human reason, is the final court, do not 
seem to see that this is veneered Rationalism, pure and simple, and 
so must ultimately lead to the same goal.” Dr. Walther said the 
same thing. “It is absolutely necessary that we maintain the doc- 
trine of inspiration as taught by our orthodox dogmaticians. 
If the possibility that Scripture contained the least error were ad- 
mitted, it would become the business of man to sift the truth from 
the error. That places man over Scripture. Scripture is no longer 
the source and norm of faith, Human reason is made the norma 
of the truth, and Scripture is degraded to the position of a norma 
normata. The least deviation from the old inspiration doctrine 
introduces a rationalistic germ into theology and infects the whole 
body of doctrine.” (Lehre u. Wehre, 1888, p. 196.)* 

“Tt ultimately leads to the same goal.” Experientialism deals 
with the Christian doctrine exactly as rationalism has dealt with it. 
It does away with the doctrine of inspiration, as we have seen, 
and so destroys all certainty, objective and subjective certainty. 
And it does away with other doctrines, as we shall point out in 
a moment. 

A third alias is “scientific theology.” This alias, however, does 
not cover up much; for when those who operate with the “en- 
lightened reason,” the “Christian self-consciousness,” etc., describe 
their theology as a science and then tell us what they mean by 
this term, they identify themselves quite plainly as rationalists. 
Scientific theology aims to elevate faith to knowledge. “Modern 
theologians want to prove as absolute truth what the common 
people merely believe.” (Walther, Law and Gospel, p. 235.) They 
set out to vindicate the teachings of Christianity before the scientific 
mind, which, as we know, will not take anything on trust. Further, 
theology must be made into a system, where everything is deduced 
from a central truth and all parts form a harmonious whole. 
Reason has decided that the Bible contains contradictory teachings; 
so it is the business of the scientific theologian to construct a well- 
ordered system in which the various doctrines fit into each other. 
“Since the modern theologians conceive of theology as the science 


4) When men, adding to the Bible “supplementary sources and 
norms of Christian belief,” name as such “natural reason and Christian 
experience” (see page 324, current volume of C.T.M.), they are com- 
mitting tautology. They should say: Natural reason, speaking in its own 
name, or natural reason speaking in the name of Christian experience. 
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of Christianity, they would have the Christian doctrines form a 
whole such as reason demands.” (Lehre u.Wehre, 34, p.327.) 
And, finally, the central truth, the truth which seems best fitted 
to meet all requirements, is the experience of the Christian, the 
initial experience, which is faith, and whatever other experiences 
flow from faith and express themselves in the Christian conscious- 
ness. Scientific theology makes the Christian experience a source 
of Christian knowledge and the norm according to which the 
Bible-teachings are to be evaluated, judged, modified, and har- 
monized. 

Let the scientific theologians speak for themselves. Canon 
B.I. Bell speaks, as usual, plain language. “Theology is an attempt 
by philosophers to systematize and interpret the results of revela- 
tion and of religious experimentation.” (The Living Church, 
Sept. 12, 1936.) In A History of the Doctrine of the Works of 
Christ R.S. Franks refuses to quote any but those who made an 
effort “to reduce the doctrine to systematic unity,” and that is, 
says the Theol. Monthly (I, p.154), what our age calls “scientific 
method.” Luthardt, the Lutheran, also defines theology as “the 
churchly science of Christianity” and demands that “theology must 
genetically develop the whole of Christian doctrine from a funda- 
mental unit.” In Luthardt-Jelke’s Kompendium der Dogmatik 
we read: “While it is the business of the Church simply to proclaim 
to mankind the gracious revelation of God, theology is required to 
justify the message of the Church scientifically.” (11th edition, 
p.5.) And in his Die Grunddogmen des Christentums, p. 84, Jelke 
speaks of “the naive way in which the New Testament presents, 
side by side, the deity and the humanity of Jesus,” goes on to say 
that theology must be more than “a reproduction of New Testa- 
ment thoughts,” and then states blandly: “At this point the work 
of the dogmatician begins. He must show how the statements 
concerning the person of Christ must be formulated if they are to 
stand before the judgment of the modern scientific consciousness.” 
(Compare this with his statement quoted a few pages back.) 
S. Goebel, Reformed, treats the doctrine of inspiration exactly as 
Jelke wants to have the doctrine of the person of Christ treated. 
He rejects the doctrine of verbal inspiration, for such a doctrine 
“is in direct conflict with the living facts which lie before us in the 
past and present experience of the Church and are ever being 
authenticated in the consciousness of the believing Church. Such 
a doctrine stubbornly ignores the realities and is thus in opposition 
to a fundamental requirement of true science. ... The divine 
authority of Scripture does not cover such records and regulations 
as are not at all or not closely related to God’s self-revelation in 
Christ.” (Allg. Ev.-Luth. Kz., 1926, No.39, 43.) The article en- 
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titled “The Place of Scientific Method in Theology,” published in 
the Lutheran Church Quarterly of April, 1939, after stating that 
“all the principal theological formulations of the Christian churches 
have been wrought out in an age or in ages that were prescientific 
in their conscious interests, ideals, and methods,” that “the Loci 
of John Gerhard necessarily retained in many parts the serious 
limitations of a prescientific heritage both in method and con- 
clusions,” mentioning in this connection “the old atomistic method 
of proof-texts,’ makes the following declarations: “Schleier- 
macher’s greatest contribution was the restoration to theology of 
the religious consciousness as a controlling principle.” (Italics 
ours.) “His defect was his insufficient appreciation of revelation 
and his underrating of the objective side of faith. But his zeal for 
science gave rise to phenomenal progress in the utilization by all 
branches of theology of scientific method.” “The day for compart- 
mentalizing and isolating theology from the rest of human thinking 
and knowing has long passed. ... The business of theology has 
always been to define what is of faith and what is contrary to faith. 
But such definitions cannot come to rest in isolation from the total 
existing body of human knowledge.” “What the Christian Church 
and especially the Lutheran Church has done more or less con- 
sciously from the beginning, shaping her theology ever anew upon 
the anvil of divinely given Fact, . .. she may now do with awakened 
and alert scientific consciousness, reverencing every God-made 
fact, whether in the deposit of her faith or in the constitution of the 
world.” You will notice that the scientific theologians deal little 
with the Scriptures. They deal with Facts! And the controlling 
principle is not the “It is written” but the religious consciousness. 
The Lutheran Church Quarterly is following in the footsteps of the 
Lutheran Church Review. The statements quoted above: “The 
Scriptures are not the only source. ... The Word is, in small part 
at least, outside of the Scriptures,” which Word is “lodged in 
regenerate human consciousness,” developed the theme: “Theology 
is the science of a saving faith.” Reviewing this article, the 
Theological Quarterly (I, p.369) quotes Frank, a leader of the 
scientific-theology school: “It is our right to demand that nothing 
which is itself an object of cognition and lies without the cognizing 
subject be pointed out to us as a principle of cognition.” He denies 
that Scripture is the source of Christian ethics, saying: “It is 
equally manifest that in this question as to the principle of cogni- 
tion we can adduce nothing which is objectively given us, for 
example, the Holy Scriptures or the decrees of the Church, but 
solely that moral self-consciousness. ... The Quarterly comments: 
“This is scientific theology in the modern sense of the term.” — 
The theological scientist does not bother much with the Bible, 
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much less with isolated proof-texts, but he sits down and studies 
Facts. He finds within himself and within others a great Fact: 
he believes in Christ, he focuses his mind, his reason, on this 
phenomenon, studies its reaction to other Facts and to the doctrines 
of the Bible, and what he thus observes — or imagines that he ob- 
serves — he presents to the Church as the assured results of the 
science of theology, as God’s truth. 

In God’s name, why don’t they call themselves plain rationalists 
and be done with it? Theirs is the rationalistic principle, theirs 
the pride of carnal reason; and they do not fall far short of the 
rationalists in the havoc they create among the Christian doctrines. 
Their principle is the same as that of rationalism. They refuse to 
say: Credo, quia scriptum est. They say: Credo, quia intelligo, 
or, Credo, ut intelligam. They do not use the term “reason,” but 
saying that their Christian self-consciousness understands these 
things and understands them so well that it can put the truth in 
better shape than Scripture has left it, is saying that the human 
mind rules Scripture — and that was the principle of rationalismus 
vulgaris.» 

Theirs is the pride of reason. The true Christian consciousness 
willingly submits to Scripture. It is wicked pride to make “the 
Christian self-consciousness” the “controlling principle” of theology 
and Scripture. The theologian has lost his Christian balance who 
feels that it is beneath him simply to “reproduce New Testament 
thoughts,” simply to repeat what God says in Scripture. We need 
not point out that it requires quite a lot of conceit for the theolo- 
gians to say that they have a better grasp of the Christian truth 
than the common Christians. We shall have to point out to them 
that in this respect they are on the same level with the laymen. 
The common Christian grasps the truths of Scripture with exactly 
the same faith as the Christian theologian. (And if the theologian 
insists that he has a better grasp because he is better trained in 
logic and philosophy, we tell him: That is it exactly; you are 
a rationalist.) — Dr. Pieper says on this head: “This attempt to 
elevate faith into knowledge springs from the idea that the 
‘theologian,’ in contradistinction to the rest of the Christians, may 


5) Dr. Bente: “Theologians of the Middle Ages said: Credo, quia in- 
telligo. But one who will only believe what he can comprehend and 
know as truth through his reason is a rationalist, like our Liberals. 
Others said: Credo, ut intelligam. But like every Christian, so also the 
theologian is bound to the authoritative word of Scripture — Credo, quia 
scriptum est— which he can receive and know as true only by faith. 
Theologians therefore who have the notion that they can grasp the 
simple Christian faith with their reason and thus elevate faith to knowl- 
edge are headed towards rationalism. This is the course pursued also 
by the conservative scientific theologians, particularly of Germany.” 
(Lehre u. Wehre, 70, p. 247.) 
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possess a knowledge of the Christian religion which exceeds faith 
in God’s revelation in the Word. Christ and Paul stamp this notion 
as false; Christ, who will have all knowledge of religious truth 
mediated by faith in His Word; and Paul, who characterizes every 
man, especially the teacher in the Church, who does not consent to 
the words of Christ as a conceited ignoramus (tetWgota, pi 
émotépevoc), 1 Tim. 6:3 ff.” (Chr. Dogmatik, I, p. 18.) 

And now, how does the Christian doctrine fare at the hands of 
the theologians who operate with the enlightened reason, the Chris- 
tian experience, in their scientific theology? It is not safe with 
them, as little as with the old rationalists. The old rationalists 
indeed made a clean sweep of it. The scientific theologians, the 
enlightened-reason men, have not cast everything overboard. But 
that is not due to their system. It is owing to the grace of God. 
Dr. Stoeckhardt, having unmasked Frank’s theology as rationalistic, 
goes on to say: “It is indeed a miracle that Frank’s mill of reason 
did not grind all Christian dogmas to pieces, that Frank retains 
certain elements of the Christian truth. But for that his system is 
not responsible. It is due to an inconsistency.” (Lehre u. Wehre, 
42, p. 74.) The mysteries of the Christian faith are just as repulsive 
to the “enlightened” reason as the natural reason. If the “Christian 
consciousness” of the scientific theologian had its way, it would 
do away with all Christian doctrines. As it is, it has gone very far. 
Jelke has retained the doctrine of the Virgin Birth in spite of his 
scientific method; but, applying his scientific method, he cuts the 
heart out of the doctrine of the vicarious satisfaction: “Man darf 
die Versoehnung nicht mit einer aeusserlich-juridischen Straf- 
satisfaktion gleichstellen, bei der Gottes Gerechtigkeit durch 
Uebertragung von Schuld und Strafe auf den Unschuldigen befrie- 
digt sein soll. Die Gottheit Christi kann recht eigentlich auch 
gar nicht als das immense pretium in Betracht kommen, das Gott 
geboten wird.” (Op. cit., pp. 53, 62.) Hofmann, permitting his 
Christian self-consciousness to control Scripture, denied original 
sin. And he denied the vicarious satisfaction. The scientific 
theologians are unanimous in the repudiation and denunciation of 
the doctrine of verbal, plenary inspiration. In short, as the German 
theologian Muenkel declared in 1862 (quoted by Dr. Walther in 
Lehre u. Wehre, 21, p.71): “Hardly a single doctrine is left which 
has not suffered modification, alteration, addition, and amputation.” 
“Whither has this theology drifted? An inspiration which is not 
the inspiration of the Bible; a word of God, which is not the word 
of God nor the word of God; a God, who is not the God of His 
word; a Trinity which is not a unity; a Son who is not the 
Son, begotten of the Father from eternity, very God of very God; 
a Christ, who is not the Christ, the Son of God made of a woman; 
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a redemption which cannot redeem for want of a Redeemer, God 
in Christ reconciling the world unto Himself; a salvation by grace 
which is not by grace—such are some of the achievements of 
scientific theology.” (A.Graebner, in the Theological Quarterly, 
I, p.5.) Long ago Luther raised the warning cry: “Ratio inimica 
fidei.” (IX:157.) Experience has shown that the “enlightened” 
reason of the scientific theologian is capable of the same crimes as 
the natural reason of Roehr and Semler. Listen to Luther: “If you 
would philosophize in Aristotle without harm, you must first have 
become a fool, a whole fool, in Christ.” (XVIII:39.) Unless you 
are willing to take your reason captive, the scientific method of 
Aristotle will make fools of you, unable to study Scripture. And if 
you will not listen to Luther, listen to what one of your own men, 
Edwin Aubrey, is telling you: “When revelation is made plausible 
by reason, not much remains of the authority of revelation.” 
(Op. cit., p. 70.) 

There is another variety of theology which belongs to our first 
group, to that group which carries on its rationalistic business 
under an alias. That is the theology of Rome. In its official 
declarations Rome refrains from naming reason as one of its sources 
of supply. It names four sources: Holy Scripture, tradition, the 
Church or the councils, the Pope. Nothing said about reason. 


And Catholic theologians insist that reason has no voice in their 
theology. Cardinal Gibbons tells us: “Is, then, the power and 
mercy of God to be measured by the narrow rule of human under- 
standing? Is the Almighty not permitted to do anything except 
what we can sanction by our reason? Is a thing declared to be 
impossible because we cannot see its possibility? ... You tell me 


6) Four sources, according to the official count. In reality there is 
but one principle of cognition in Romish theology. Just as the rationalists 
and the rationalizing theologians name two authorities, Scripture and 
reason, or Scripture and the Christian experience, but subordinate Scrip- 
ture to reason and experience and thus operate with the sola ratio, so 
the Romanists, in spite of counting four authorities and putting Scripture 
at the head, rely on only one authority, one chief and final judge. Who 
is that? Sometimes they say it is the Church. A recent publication, 
“The Truth about Catholics,” says: “Has God given us the means to know 
what He has taught? ‘Yes,’ say all Protestants, ‘He has.’ And so say 
the Catholics. ‘The Bible,’ say our Protestant friends, ‘and nothing but 
the Bible.’ But we Catholics say, ‘No; not the Bible but the Church of 
God.’” (P.2.) According to this authority, which carries the episcopal 
imprimatur, the Church is the real authority. If you should ask the Pope, 
he would say: “No, I am the real source of Christian teaching.” “I am 
the tradition,” said Pius IX. And not only since 1870 but from the very 
beginning “the Pope boasts that all rights exist in the shrine of his 
heart, and whatever he decides and commands with[in] his Church is 
spirit and right.” (Smale. Art. Trigl., p.495.) The Truth about Catholics 
would, if pressed, soon say: That is what our statement really means. — 
The Catholics have but one authority in religion, and that is — reason, as 
will appear in a moment. 
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it is a mystery above your comprehension. A mystery indeed. 
A religion that rejects a revealed truth because it is incomprehen- 
sible contains in itself the seed of dissolution and will end in 
rationalism. ... I understand why rationalists, who admit nothing 
above their reason, reject the Real Presence; but that Bible Chris- 
tians should reject it is to me incomprehensible.” (The Faith of 
Our Fathers, ch. XXI.) America, February 25, 1939, declares: 
“The Catholic Church seems to be above reason. It always admits 
that there is a place for reason in ordinary matters, but that beyond 
them no human mind can hope to know the answers. The priest 
need not rely upon his own authority, his own ingenuity. The 
answers to all questions have been accumulating for two thousand 
years, and he knows where to find them.” He will find them in 
those three additional storehouses — tradition, Church, Pope. But, 
we ask, where does the Pope find that additional religious truth 
which the Bible does not furnish? There is nothing left but reason. 
The Pope may not like that word. Others of like mind do not 
like it, as we have seen. They call it enlightened reason or Chris- 
tian experience. And the Pope may, in addition, speak of a special 
illumination, special revelations, a special kind of inspiration. But 
all that the Pope offers us when he goes beyond and against 
Scripture is the wisdom of carnal reason. His theology is that of 
rationalismus vulgaris. 

We mean exactly that. The cardinal doctrine of the Roman 
Catholic Church is exactly the same as that which the crass 
rationalists taught. It is the doctrine of salvation through man’s 
own efforts, conversion through exercising the powers of free will, 
justification by works. And the source of this doctrine is reason. 
“Human reason naturally admires these” (good works), “and be- 
cause it sees only works and does not understand or consider faith, 
it dreams accordingly that these works merit remission of sins and 
justify. This opinion of the Law inheres by nature in men’s 
minds.” (Apology. Trigl., p.197.) “Human wisdom gazes at the 
Law and seeks in it justification. Accordingly, also the scholastic 
doctors, great and talented men, proclaim this as the highest work 
of the Law, and ascribe to this work justification.” (Op. cit., p. 183.) 
Carnal reason can teach nothing but salvation through man’s own 
contrivance; and whoever teaches that has no other teacher but 
carnal reason. There is no essential difference between the Pope 
and the crass rationalists: both are faithful disciples of Pelagius. 
Oh, yes, there are Pelagians and Semi-Pelagians. But both, the 
old rationalists (Pelagians) and the Catholic theologians (Semi- 
Pelagians), are one in praising the powers of free will. It matters 
not that one class of Pelagians describes these powers as un- 
weakened and undiminished and the others as attenuated. Both 
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make these powers decisive for salvation. The Synod of Trent 
“declares that free will, attenuated as it was in its powers and bent 
down, was by no means extinguished in them,” the children of 
fallen Adam, and: “If any one saith that, since Adam’s sin the 
free will of man is lost and extinguished or that it is a thing with 
only a name, yea, a name without a reality, a figment, in fine, 
introduced into the Church by Satan, let him be anathema.” And: 
“Man’s free will disposes and prepares itself for obtaining the grace 
of justification.” (Sessio VI.) Rome learned that from Pelagius, 
and Pelagius learned it from reason, “Pelagius, the venerable 
defender of reason against unreason.” It is against reason, 
derogatory of the worth of man, to teach justification by faith. 
So said Pelagius and the rationalists; so says Rome. Characteriz- 
ing rationalism, Dr. Pieper says: “The theological work of the 
rationalists centered and consisted in this: to show that pure 
Scripture, that is, Scripture interpreted by reason, is nothing but 
a lofty teaching of morality, as exemplified by Jesus.” (Chr. Dog., 
I, p.323.) And what is the center and the aim of the Pope’s 
theological work? To show that man, assisted by Jesus, can 
achieve his salvation through good works. Pure Catholicism is 
rationalism, pure and simple.” 

Catholic theology has planted itself squarely upon the articulus 
fundamentalissimus of rationalism, salvation through the exercise 
of man’s power, and it supports this article with rationalistic argu- 
ments. It employs the argument of reason: Since man brings about 
his perdition, it must also be man who achieves his salvation. And 
it makes copious use of the argument: Since Scripture commands 
man to turn to the Lord, it ascribes to him the power to bring 
about his conversion. Said Erasmus, the spokesman of the Pope: 
“If what is commanded be not in the power of every one, all the 
numberless exhortations in the Scriptures and also all the promises, 
threatenings, expostulations, reproofs, asseverations, benedictions, 
and maledictions, together with all the forms of precepts, must of 
necessity stand coldly useless.” Unless Scripture recognizes free 
will in man, these imperative statements of the Bible would involve 
an absurdity. He kept harping on this, and Luther kept telling 
him: “At one time you fly to the interpretations of the Fathers; 
at another, to absurdities of reason.” (Luther, XVIII:1796, 1887.) 
Trent made much of this argument of reason: “God commands 


7) Read up in Lehre und Wehre, 49, p. 211 ff., on this point. Dr. Bente 
describes the rationalism of the Gnostics, the rationalism of the scho- 
lastics, the “orgies of the rationalism of the 18th century,” and adds: 
“Rationalismus ist im Grunde auch der Papismus und Enthusiasmus.” 
He points out that the Pope asserts that all spiritual truth is enclosed in 
scrinio sui pectoris (Smale. Art., p.495) and concludes: “Das ist grober 
Rationalismus.” 
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not impossibilities” (Sessio VI, chap. XI), and the Catholics keep 
harping on it. The Truth about Catholics says: “Was Luther 
a man to be depended upon in the great concern of religion? 
If so, why did God permit him to fall into so many absurdities in 
point of doctrine? He says: ‘Thou shalt not covet’ is a command- 
ment which proves us all to be sinners since it is not in any man’s 
power not to covet; and the same is the drift of all the command- 
ments, for they are all equally impossible to us.’ (De Lib. Chris, 
Tom. 4, p.2.) ... Here is God represented as a merciless tyrant 
commanding things which we have it not in our power to perform.” 
(P.9.) Catholic theology insists that, if anything seems absurd to 
reason, it cannot be true. And it applies this rationalistic axiom 
to other doctrines. It denies the communicatio naturarum in Christ, 
for finitum non est capax infiniti. It operates with the principle 
that, if a thing is true in physics, it is true in theology. The human 
body contains blood, therefore the communicants who receive the 
true body of Christ have no need of receiving the cup (con- 
comitance). Again, Mary must be conceived without sin because 
“God would not let a body in which His Son would dwell have 
a stain of sin, which would indeed have communicated itself in 
a way to the Son.” (Wilmers, Lehrbuch der Religion, 2, p. 180.) 
Popular Symbolics lists these and other instances and says: “The 
theology of Rome is shot through and through with rationalism. 
Reasonableness is the claim she makes for her system of doctrine.” 
(P. 157.) 

She swears by Aristotle. Luther: “But perhaps they will 
say: ‘From Aristotle we learn that in an affirmative proposition 
subject and predicate must be identical,’ or, to set down the beast’s 
own words, ‘An affirmative proposition demands the agreement of 
subject and predicate,’ etc.” And thus they have established 
transubstantiation! Luther adds: “What shall we say when 
Aristotle and the doctrines of men are made to be arbiters of these 
lofty and divine things?” (XIX:28.) And they are riding the same 
beast today. Pohle-Preuss, Series of Dogmatic Text-books, IX, 
p. 109, is applying the same Aristotelian dialectics in presenting the 
teaching of Rome on this point: “In the Holy Eucharist we have 
a true conversion. What disappears is the substance of bread and 
wine, which constitutes the terminus formalis a quo. Nor can the 
terminus totalis ad quem be said to be newly created,” etc. Read 
the whole dreary passage for yourself in Conc. Theol. M., X, p. 804. 

Is a theology of this sort rationalistic or not? Why, there are 
plenty of Catholic theologians who distinctly claim reasonableness 
for their system of doctrine, let Gibbons say what he will. Accord- 
ing to the scholastic Richard of St. Victor it is the province of 
theology, “quod tenemus ex fide, ratione apprehendere et demon- 
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strativa certitudinis attestatione firmare.” And Quenstedt was 
right in saying: “Theologia scholasticorum est mera mixtura 
theologiae et philosophiae.” (See Lehre u.Wehre, 49, p. 209.) 
An article entitled “Why I Am a Catholic” states: “I am a Catholic 
because the Church is the divinely appointed means to attain the 
union of my soul with God, a union imperatively demanded by my 
reason as well as by the express will of my Creator.... This raises 
reason to secure supremacy over appetite, enlightens it with clear 
knowledge of its eternal destiny, and bestows a power of loving 
God and man altogether superhuman. ... I have spoken simply as 
a Catholic, belonging to a religion in the highest possible sense 
rational, and which unites me to God in soul and body, and as 
a man of today looking always to the dictates of conscience for 
guidance and adherence to Christ.” (Why I Am what I Am, 
p. 48 ff.)® And in his Symbolism J. A.Moehler (Catholic) freely 
says: “In the Catholic system of doctrine two elements — the divine 
and the human, the natural and the supernatural, the mystical and 
the rational— move in uniform and harmonious combination.” 
Some, the Antitrinitarians and others, followed a “one-sided 
rational principle”; they “gave to the rational principle a melan- 
choly preponderance.” The Catholic system preserves the right 
balance; it knows when to apply the mystical, divine, principle, 
and when to apply the rational principle. (P.481f. See also 


page XIX.) In Catholic theology reason has’ a voice, and since 
it is permitted to interpret Scripture, its voice speaks louder than 
Scripture. It is sola ratio! » 


8) How would a Bible Christian have expressed himself on this 
matter? 


9) W. Walther: “Ebenso falsch urteilt der natuerliche Mensch und 
Rom ueber die natuerliche Vernunft. Das Goettliche soll ihr keineswegs 
zu hoch liegen; sie soll es nur nicht ganz erreichen koennen. . . Wie 
dem suendigen Menschen die Willensfreiheit geblieben sein soll, ‘so auch 
die Vernunft. Ihr blosses Licht soll ‘den einen und wahren Gott, unsern 
Schoepfer und Herrn, sicher erkennen koennen. Einer Offenbarung be- 

es nur zur Erkenntnis der uebernatuerlichen, der mit der gratia zu- 
sammenhaengenden Wahrheiten. ... Und demgemaess ist noch heute 
das katholische System eine Zusammensetzung aus natuerlichem und 
geoffenbartem Wissen.” (Lehrbuch der Symbolik, pp. 62, 165.) — This is 
how a Unitarian writer sizes up the situation: “I am a Unitarian because 
its principles and its beliefs commend themselves to me as the most 
rational that I am able to conceive. I know that there are those who 
will imagine that I thus confess a fatal error at the start—the making 
of reason, and not revelation, the basis of my belief. But in doing this 
frankly and openly, I only do what others are obliged to do secretly and 
clandestinely. . . However it may have been in past times, it is certain 
that in our own the Roman Catholic and orthodox Protestant alike 
endeavor to establish the reasonableness not only of their general claim 
but of the contents of their revelation of the Church or Book. Cardinal 
Manning says that, when doctrines are approved by reason, they cease 
to be doctrines of revelation and that the first step toward infidelity is 


32 
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Ratio inimica fidei! Give reason a voice in theology, and you 
will lose the truth of revelation. It is either reason or revelation. 
See what happened to Rome! Obsessed by the pride of reason, 
it has lost the chief teaching of Scripture, salvation by grace, 
justification by faith. Cardinal Gibbons says that Catholic theology 
does not give up any revealed truths on account of rationalistic 
considerations. It has retained indeed some revealed truths. But 
it has sacrificed important truths and the one all-important truth 
on the altar of carnal pride and reason. Speaking of the theology 
of Rome, Luther said that “the Holy Scriptures and the Christian 
faith are little taught and the blind, heathen master Aristotle rules 
alone. ... It grieves me to the heart that this damned, conceited, 
artful heathen has with his false words deluded, and made fools 
of, so many of the best Christians. God has sent him as a plague 
upon us for our sins.” (X:335 f.) TH. ENGELDER 

(To be continued) 
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Qn dem bvorangebenden Artifel iiber das Bud) Yona find fdjon 
einige Cinwiirfe gegen die Gefdichtlidffeit des Buches und feiner Er- 
zablungen und Angaben befjehen worden. Aber nun fommen wir gu 
dem Hauptanftok, den der Unglaube an dem Bude nimmt, namlid 
die Wusfage, daB Bona von einem Walfifd verfdlungen worden fei, 
Dret Tage und drei RNadhte im Bauche des Walfifdes veriveilt, dort 
einen Pfalm gebetet habe und dann twieder ausgefpien tworden jei. 
Dagu fagt der moderne Unglaube: Das ijt unméglicgh. Und auf alle 
moglide Weife wird dariiber gefpottet und geladt. GSdon der alte 
Spotter und Chriftenfeind Lucian von Gamofata (geboren 120 nad 
Chrijto) fagt in jeiner Vera Historia, um die Sache lacherlich gu madden, 
Dak er und feine Gefabrten und ihr Schiff von einem 800 GStadien 
(100 Meilen) grogen Fifdh verfdflungen worden und in deffen Vaudche 
adtzehn Monate lebendig geblieben feien. Der RKirdenvater Augujtinus 
flagt dariiber, dak die Heiden fich iiber diefe Gefdhidte unniib maden, 
und redet bon der irrisio paganorum. Ser befannte vulgar rationa- 
lijtifde Creget Hibig fagte: ,Die gange Ergzahlung ift munder- und 
mardenhaft; allein bet Gott ijt fein Ding unmiglich. Wlfo lebt Yona 


to attempt to rationalize dogma. If this be so, then Cardinal Newman 
took many steps that way and did his best to deprive the doctrines of 
the Church of their character of revelation, because he did his best to 
win for them a reasonable appearance.” (Why I Am What I Am, p.86.) 





4 
- 


rans 


-— Rae SS 


oOo nm 


Kleine Prophetenftudien 499 


im Baud de3 Fifdhes, ohne gu erftiden; alfo fproRt iiber Nacht der 
kikajon (Riirbi8, gourd) gu einer Oibe, dah er einen Sikenden be- 
jdattet; das Los trifft gerade den Redjten; der Sturm, wie er fid 
awedmapig erhoben Hat, legt fic) aud) gur geeigneten Zeit, und der 
Fifdh ift bet Der Hand, den Yona gu verjdlingen und auch wieder aus- 
gujpeien; nidjt minder fo der Baum aufgufprofjen, der Wurm, welder 
ihn abtitet, und der Glutwind, der feinen Verluft fiihlbar madt.” » 
Der feinergeit befannte unglaubige Prediger Sdhwalb in Bremen be- 
merfte einmal: ,Dak man heutgutage die Wirklicdhfeit diefer Gefdhicdte 
gu behaupten twagt, ijt ein Wunder fajt ebenjo grok wie das Wunder 
jelbft, und — leider — ijt eS nicht gu leugnen.“ 2) Und fo fonnten mir 
nod mehr Beifpiele deS Spottes aus alter und neuer Beit beibringen, 
jowohl von Geiten der Gelehrten tie de3 unglaubigen Volfes. Wenn 
unjere jungen Leute gelegentlid) mit andern jungen Leuten gujammenz 
fommen, fo wird gern gegen fie gerade Ddiefe Gefchicte ausgefpielt, 
und fie wird fogar in Gonntag3fdulen und Bibelflaffen lacerlid 
gemacht, wofiir wir auch Belege anfiihren fonnten. 

Demgegeniiber fteht das flare, beftimmte Zeugnis Chrifti, Matth. 
12,40: ,@leichwie Jonas war drei Tage und drei Xadhte in des 
Ralfijhes Bauch, alfo wird des Menjdhen Sohn drei Tage und drei 
Nadhte mitten in der Erde fein” (bgl. uf. 11, 29. 30; Mtatth. 16, 4). 
Und wir fagen mit vollem Glauben, nicht fpottifd, wie e3 Hibig 
tut: , Bet Gott ijt fein Ding unmdglidh”, Vuf.1,37; ,So der HErr 
{pridt, fo gefchieht’3; fo er gebeut, fo jtehet’s da”, BY.33,9. Man hat 
freilich auch Luther alS ZBeugen fiir die Unguverlajffigfeit des Buches in 
Anjpruch genommen, der an einer Stelle fagt: ,Diefe Hiftorie des 
Propheten Yonas ift fo groR, dak fie jchier unglaublid ift, ja Lautet 
liigerlicjer und ungereimter denn irgend der Poeten Fabeln eine; und 
wenn fie nicht in der Bibel ftiinde, fo Lacht’ ich’Ss mie einer Liigen.“ 
Und nod einmal: ,,3ch felbjt glaubt’s nicht, wenn’s nicht in der Geiligen 
Schrift ftiinde.” ® Man itberfieht dabei, dak beide Stellen in den 
Vifdreden Luthers jtehen, die befanntlich nicht von Luther felbjt auf- 
gegeijnet find, fondern bon jeinen Tijdgenoifen und Sdjiilern und 
darum nicht in Unfprucd genommen werden fonnen als ipsissima verba 
Luther3; aber tir nehmen fie an, wie fie lauten, denn Luther ftellt 
alleS inS rechte Licht, wenn er Hingufiigt ,twenn fie nicht in der Bibel 
ftiinde”, ,,twenn’s nicht in der Geiligen Sdhrift ftiinde”. Dagu fommt, 
dak Luther den Propheten Yona trefflic) ausgelegt hat und in diefer 
Uuslegung durdhiweg die bolle Gefchichtlidfeit und Glaubmiirdigkeit des 
Vues annimmt und einmal gu Kap. 2,1 ausruft: ,,Gilf, Gott, weld 


ein twunderlich) Werk ift dod) da3! Wer fann e3 genugfam bedentfen, 


1) Bitiert von Keil, Einleitung in das Alte Teftament, S. 337. 
2) Bitiert im 45. Bericht deS Micigan-Diftrifts (1910), S. 37. 
3) St. Qouifer Wusgabe XXII, 1424. 1426. 
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daB ein Menfd foll dret Tage und Nadhte fo einjam, ohne Licht, ohne 
GSpeife, mitten im Meer, im Fife leben und twiederfommen? az 
mag wohl eine feltjame Schiffabrt heipen. Wer wollte e3 auch glauben 
und nidt fiir eine Qiige und Marlein alten, wo e3 nicht in der 
Schrift ftiinde?” 

Aber e3 mu auch im Wuge behalten werden, daB, wenn man 
iiberhaupt Wunder annimmt, e3 verfehrt ijt, cine Grenge giehen und 
einen Unterjdied madden gu wollen, mele Wunder glaubhaft feien 
und tweldhe nicht. Wunder find eben Dinge, die gegen — oder fagen wir 
lieber itber — die Gefebe der Natur gehen. Wie darf fich dann der 
menjdlide Verftand herausnehmen, feftzujtellen, wie weit ein Wunder 
die MNaturgefebe dDurdhbrechen darf, um nodj glaubhaft gu fein? Das 
Wefen des Wunders befteht eben darin, dab e3 die Natur durdjbrid, 
und auf ein Plus oder Minus fommt e3 dabei gar nit an. ,,So der 
HExrr fpricdht, fo gefdhieht’s; fo er gebeut, fo ftehet’3 da.“ Darum fat 
fon Auguftinus gang richtig gu feiner Beit auf die Cintwiirfe gegen 
bas Yonabud) gefagt: ,,Ad hoc respondetur, quod aut omnia divina 
miracula credenda non sint aut hoc cur non credatur causa nulla 
est.” Und darum wird auch die gefdicdtlide Wahrheit diefes Vorfalls 
berteidigt nidt nur bet dem alteren Lilienthal, fondern auch in neuerer 
Beit bon Havernicd, Hengftenberg, Baumgarten, Nagelsbach, Keil, John 
Urqubart, Leander Kevfer, Robert Dick Wilfon und vielen bibelglaubigen 
Theologen, deren Namen nicht fo befannt find wie diefe.> 

Obne dak wir jebt auf alle damit vberbundenen Fragen eingehen 
und das Wunderbare, das eben einfach Glauben fordert, naber ersrtern 
fonnen, twollen wir nur diefen einen Punt etwas ausfiihrlider be- 
Handeln, der das Verfdlingen und das Ausfpeien des Fifdes nad 
naturgefdictliden Angaben betrifft. 

Bunadjt ift oft die Frage aufgeworfen worden, twas eS denn fiir 
ein Fijd war, der den Yonas verfdlungen habe. Manche nehmen an, 


4) itber die verfdiedenen AWusgaben der lateinifd gehaltenen und dann 
beutfc erfchienenen BVorlefung Luthers iiber den Propheten Yona, die dann von 
drei verfchiedenen Perfonen ins ong iiberfegt tourde, findet fich Naheres in 
der St. Qouifer AUusgabe, XIV, 836. 912.944. Die angefiihrte Stelle ©. 873. 

5) iltenthal, Die gute aes et gbttlicen Offenbarung, V, 262—271; 
IX, 480—495. Urqubart, Die neueren Entdedungen und die Bibel. Bom Ver- 
faffer autorifierte itberfegung von &. Spliedt, V, 182—204. R. D. Wilfon fcbliebt 
feine trefflicen philologijden age yg iiber “The Authenticity of Jonah” 
(Princeton Theological Review, 16, 280. 456) mit diefen Worten: “Those 
who assail it [the Book of Jonah] must confine themselves to its accounts 
of miracles, predictions, and divine interventions. At all such assaults 
the Christian will sniff, and He that sitteth in the heavens will laugh. 
For in these days of surgeon’s wonders and submarines’ achievements 
and Burbank’s experiments it is a bold man who will attempt to set 
limits to the subtleties of the All-wise or to affix bounds to the almighty 
Maker and Preserver of all things. Christus Creator, Christus Revelator, 
Christus Consummator! ‘Knowest thou the ordinances of heaven, or 
canst thou set the dominion thereof in the earth?’ Job 38:33.” 
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pak Gott einen befonderen Fifdh dafiir gefdaffen habe; aber Ddiefe 
Annahme ift nidht notig und wird auch nicht durch den biblifden Text 
angedeutet. Die englijde Bibel iiberfewt gwar nidt gang genau: “The 
Lord had prepared a great fish,” tahrend die deutice berfebung 
ridtiger fagt: ,Der OHErr verfdaffte” (nicht fdhuf) ,ecinen gropen 
Fifh’, Rap. 2,1 (1,17), was dem hebraifhen Wort Aw entfpridt, 
,beftellen, beftimmen”. Wher twas fiir ein Fifdh eS war, lapt fich wohl 
nicht naber feftitellen und braudt aud nid&t RKopfzerbredjen gu ver- 
urfadjen. Das Sud) felbft fagt einfad ,einen grogen Fifdh”, Sita 2, 
und im Neuen Teftamente wird dies mit xijvocs wiedergegeben, Matth. 
12,40, twas einfach Geeungetiim, sea-monster, heift. Ob e3 ein 
Walfifeh war, der fogenannte sperm-whale, tie viele annehmen, oder 
ein Haififeh oder ein anderer grofer Fifd, wird fic) wohl nicht feft be- 
ftimmen laffen. Reil meint, e8 fei ein Haififa getwefen, und bemerft in 
feinem Kommentar (GS. 284): ,,Der Haififdh . . . erreicht nad) Cuvier 
(da3 Tierreidh) bis gu 25 Fug Lange, nad Ofen (Wigemeine Natur 
gefdidte) 4 Klafter Lange” (Rlafter = 6 Fug) ,und hat in feinem 
Raden etwa 400 langenfirmige Zahne in 6 Reihen, welche das Tier 
aufridten und Tegen fann, weil fie nur in Gautgellen jteden. Cr ift 
haufig im Mittelandifden Meere, two er fich meiftens in der Tiefe auf- 
halt, ift augerft gefrapig, berfdlingt alles, was ihm vorfommt, Robben, 
Sdollen und Tunfifde, mit denen er mandmal an Gardinien in die 
Neke gerat und gefangen wird. Pan hat dafelbjt in einem 83—4 Bent- 
ner fcfiweren gegen ein Dubend unberjehrter Tunfifde gefunden, ja in 
einem fogar ein gangeS Bferd.” Auf einer der Weltausftellungen der 
lebten Sabre, wo aud Walfifde ausgeftellt waren, fagte mir ein Wal- 
fifdfanger, Dak e3 63 berfdhiedene Spegies diefer Tiere gebe, mit twel- 
dem Recht oder Unredt, fann ich nicht beftimmen. Aber dak e3 Fifde 
gibt, die eine Grobe erreidjen, daf fie leicht einen Menfcjen verfdlingen 
fonnen, follte heutgutage niemand mehr Ieugnen. Bei Miami, Florida, 
tourde bor ettwa 30 Sabren ein riefiger Rif gefangen, 15 Tonnen 
{Giwer, 45 Fup lang, der einen andern Fifd, der 1,500 Pfund twog, 
verfcjludt hatte. C3 dauerte 39 Stunden, ehe er gefangen wurde, und 
eS tourde ein Bild bon ihm angefertigt, da geigte, wie ein Mann in 
feinem Raden ftehen fonnte. Yeh habe Perfonen getroffen, die diejen 
Sijdh, der dann prapariert und eine Beit lang aufbewahrt wurde, ge- 
fehen haben. Der obengenannte Naturforfder Cuvier bejtatigt, dak 
ein Menfd in einem Fifchbauch langere Beit leben finne, namentlid 
im Schlaf oder Starrframpf. Die obenerwwahnten Apologeten und 
andere bringen genug Belege dafiir bei, und id) habe eine Angahl von 
Mitteilungen iiber Vorfommuniffe in alterer und neuerer Beit dariiber 
gefammelt, michte aber namentlid auf einen Urtifel, der leicht gugang- 
lidh ift, bertwweifen. Der englifde Theolog Ambrofe Sohn Wilfon bom 


“Se&&rune 


ao 


6) Mitgeteilt bei Ruppredht, Einleitung in das Wlte Veftament, S. 265. 
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Queen’s College, Orford, bat einen langeren Artifel itber diefe Sade 
beroffentlidt, “The Sign of the Prophet Jona and Its Modern Con- 
firmations,”” in dem er viele Zeugniffe aus Lauter twiffenfdaftliden 
Verdffentlidungen mitteilt und dem folgende Angaben entnommen find: 
“The great fish would be the sperm-whale, or cachalot, the species 
which inhabits the Southern waters where Jonah was voyaging, 
being met with ... in all tropical and subtropical seas (Encyclo- 
pedia Britannica, art. ‘Whale’), and in summer occasionally visit- 
ing the Shetlands and even Iceland (E. G. Boulenger, ‘Queer Fish,’ 
p. 83). It ‘attains a very large size and may measure from 50 
to 70 or 80 feet in length.’ ‘The head is about one third of the 
length of the body, very massive, high and truncated in front’ 
(Popular Encyclopedia, art. ‘Oesophagus’; and Encyclopedia Bri- 
tannica, art. ‘Sperm-whale’).” Wir fonnen alfo wohl gang gut an- 
nehmen, dak der Fifd, der den Yona verfdlungen hat, 60 Fup lang 
twar (das find 9 Fu weniger als das Modell im South Kensington 
Museum in London) und fein Maul 20 Fup lang, 15 Fu hod und 
9 Fu brett (A Lecture on the Psychology of Animals Swallowed 
Alive, by Sir John Bland Sutton, President, Royal College of 
Surgeons). ilfon bringt aud den Nadhweis “that the whale’s 
esophagus, or gullet, is not too small”, und teilt au’ den Kensington 
Museum Records, “Guide to Whales”, mit: The sperm-whale sub- 
sists for the most part on the octopus, “the bodies of which, far 
larger than the body of a man, have been found whole in its 
stomach.” iljon bemerft ferner: “The sperm-whale has constant 
reason to develop a distended esophagus. It swims about with its 
lower jaw hanging down and its huge gullet gaping like some 
submarine cavern.” (Frank T. Bullen, Cruise of the Cachalot, 
pp. 221, 342.) Wus einem Werke von Sir Francis For, Sixty-three 
Years of Engineering,” p. 295, teilt Wilfon mit: “The skeleton of 
a shark 16 feet long” was “found in a whale.” Gr wirft dann die 
@tage auf: “Could a man live in a whale?” und antivortet: “He 
certainly could, though in circumstances of very great discomfort. 
There would be air to breathe — of a sort. This is necessary to 
enable the fish to float. The heat would be very oppressive, 
104—106 degrees Fahrenheit. ... The gastric juice would be ex- 
tremely unpleasant, but not deadly. It cannot digest living matter.” 
Er gitiert aus dem eben angefiihrten Werke von Boulenger, Queer Fish, 
p.185: “When dying the cachalot always ejects the contents of 
his stomach,” fagt Dann nodj: “There are many cases where whales 
in the fury of their dying agony have swallowed human beings,” 
bringt dafiir Beifpiele bei und bemerft fdlieflidj: “This is the regular 
method by which the sperm-whale is accustomed constantly to 


7) Princeton Theological Review, 25 (1927), 630. 642. 
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rid itself of awkward and indigestible objects that it has swal- 
lowed.” Wilfon begieht fic) auch) auf da8 Vorfommnis mit dem Wal- 
fifdfanger James Bartley im Fabre 1891, das Sir Francis Fox in 
feinem fdjon genannten Werfe Sixty-three Years of Engineering 
erwahnt und das miederbolt in Beitfdhriften und Biicern mitgeteilt 
orden ift. Diefer Walfifdhfanger twurde, als feine Schiffsgenoffen 
einen BWalfijceh harpuniert hatten, bei den WAnjtrengungen des gum Tode 
perwwundeten Zieres durch das Tau in den Ogean gerifjen, bom BWalfijh 
verflungen, und als dann feine Genoffen gang heldenmagige An- 
ftrengungen madjten, den Walfijd aufs Deck gogen, der Zimmermann 
de3 Bootes mit der Art den Kopf trennte und der Bauch aufgefdhlibt 
wurde, lebendig im Walfijeh gefunden. Davon fagt Wilfon: “Let it be 
clearly understood that the whole story was carefully investigated, 
not only by Sir Francis Fox, but by two French scientists, one of 
whom was the late M. de Parville, the scientific editor of the 
Journal des Debats of Paris, ‘one of the most careful and painstak- 
ing scientists in Europe,’ who concluded his investigations by stating 
his belief that the account given by the captain and crew of the 
English whaler is worthy of belief. “There are many cases where 
whales in the fury of their dying agony have swallowed human 
beings; but this is the first modern case in which the victim has 
come forth safe and sound.’ After this modern illustration he says, 
‘I end by believing that Jonah really did come out from the whale 
alive, as the Bible records.’” Diefe Zeugnijfe migen fiir diefe Frage 
geniigen. Gie lieken fich leicht bermehren. 

RKehren wir nun gu dem fonftigen Ynhalt de3 Buches Yona zuriid. 
&3 ift fehon erwwahnt worden, dak e3 nur die eine furge Gefdicdte von 
der Sendung de3 Propheten nad Ninive mit den fie begleitenden Hijto- 
rifhen Umftanden ergablt, aber fo flar und iiberfichtlid, dak der Bibel- 
lefer feine befondere Snhaltsangabe notig hat. Die getwdhnlide Cin- 
teilung in vier Rapitel gibt am beften die Dispofition de3 Budes an 
und eignet fid) aud) Durdaus fiir die praftijde Darbietung in Predigten 
und Sibelftunden. P.G.E. Hageman in Charlottesville, Va., hat vor 
einer Reihe bon Jahren das Buch in acht Predigten behandelt, die auch 
im Drude erfdienen find.® 

Uber einige widhtige heilsgefchichtlidje Punkte diirften etivas aus- 
filbrlider behandelt werden. Wir fragen gunadft: Was war denn nun 
die HeilSabfidht Gottes bei diefer Sendung des Propheten nach Ninive? 
Denn Gott hat immer und in allem als lebtes Biel das Heil der Men- 
fGen im Auge; Geil ijt das Ende aller Wege Gottes, etwas genauer 
ausgedritdt, da8 Geil, das in dem Meffias fommt und in der RKirdje 


_ 8) The Prophet Jonah: His Remarkable Flight; His Remarkabl 
Discovery; His Remarkable Punishment; His Remarkable Rescue; His 
Remarkable Prayer; His Remarkable Sermon; His Remarkable Success; 
His Remarkable Failure. 
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gu finden ijt. €8 mar ein befannter Lehrfab der alten jiidifden 
Synagoge, der nun auch durch das Buch Yona beftatigt wird: ,,Da3s 
Endziel aller Weisfagungen der Propheten find die Tage des Meffias.“ 
Aud die Yuden der fpateren Zeit haben eben viel Wahres und Ridhtiges 
erfannt und atten oft ein befferes Verftandnis des Alten Teftaments 
alZ neuere chriftlide Wusleger, die dod gu dem Alten Teftament aud 
das Neue Teftament, das Hlarere Buch der CErfiillung, haben. Bir 
fonnen Gottes Wbfidt twohl erfennen. Diefe Sendung de3 Propheten 
nad Ninive ijt ein Betweis gegen den Partifularismus, den man fo 
gern der aliteftamentliden Sfonomie, dem altteftamentliden Heilsplan 
Gottes beimift und in dem auch das jiidifde Volf mehr oder weniger 
berftridt war, dak namlic) Gott nur der Quden Gott und nidht aud 
der Heiden Gott fei, mahrend doch Gott aud) den Heiden VBarmbersigfeit 
und Geil wiederfabren lafjen will, wenn fie Suge tun. Gerade in den 
Weisfagungen de3 Alten Tejtaments zeigt fich Gott als den Gott aller 
Volfer, bon dem Wort bom Weibesfamen und bom Abrahamsfamen an, 
burd den alle Gefdledter auf Erden gefegnet werden follen, 1 Mof. 
8,15; 12,3; und e3 ift gang auffallend, wenn man genauer darauf 
adtet, dak befondere Offenbarungen diefes gottlidjen Univerfalismus 
haufig gufammenhangen mit befonderen Strafgericdten iiber Gottes 
Cigentumvolf YSrael. Da dies wirflid ein leitendDer Gedanfe unjers 
merfiirdigen Budes ift, ergibt fic) aus den Worten, mit denen der Konig 
bon Ninive feinen Befehl an die Cintwohner, dak fie Bue tun follten, 
fdliekt: ,Wer mweik, Gott modhte fic fehren und ihn reuen und fid 
wenden bon feinem grimmigen Zorn, dak wir nicht verderben”, Rap. 
3,9. Und darauf folgt dann B.10: ,Da aber Gott fah ihre Werke, 
Daf fie fich befehreten bon ifrem bijen Wege, reuete ihn de3 iibels, 
das er geredet hatte, ifnen gu tun, und tat’s nicht.” Cbenfo finden wir 
diefe gnadige Gefinnung Gottes aud in den merfiwiirdigen Sdhlupworten 
de gangen Buches, two der HErr den Yona fragt: ,,Meeinejt du, dah du 
billig giirneft um den Riirbis?” Und als Yona antiwortet: ,,Billig 
giirne id bis an den Tod”, halt ihm Gott vor: Dich jammert de3 
RKiirbiZ, daran du nidt gearbeitet hajt, haft ihn auch nicht aufgezogen, 
tweldjer in einer Nadt ward und in einer Nacht verdarb; und mid 
follte nidt jammern Ninive, folder groken Stadt, in tweldjer find mehr 
denn hundertundgwangigtaujend Menfdjen, die nicht wiffen Unterfdjied, 
twas redjtS oder linf3 ijt, dagu aud) viel Tiere?” Rap. 4, 9—11. 
Gerade diefer Geficdhtspuntt erflart aud diefen, wie man twobhl fagen 
fann, gang auffalligen, abrupten Sdlug de3 Buches. C8 fdjlieft mit 
einer Frage. Wir twiirden einen andern Sdjluf ertwarten; aber wenn 
wir die ganze Situation bedenfen, pakt gerade diefer furgabgebrodjene 
Sdluk gang ausgegeidGnet. Yona hat lange gegen Gott argumentiert, 


9) Zitiert von Deligfd in ,Zeitfedrift fiix die gefamte lutherifce Theologie 
und Rite, herausgegeben bon D. A. G: Rudelbad und D. O. E. F. Gueride. 
I, 2, 122. 
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aber fcjlieplich ift er iiberwunden. Cr mweik nidts mehr gu fagen, er 
verftummt. Wunderbare Weisheit Gottes, wunderbare Geftaltung der 
Geiligen Schrift! Cs ijt abnlich mie in dem andern fo merfiwiirdigen 
Bude, Hiob, mit feiner Frage: Warum wird der Fromme von Gott 
mit Leiden Heimgefucht. GHiob felbjt fann eS nicht verftehen, dak er fo 
leiden mug. Geine drei Freunde und fein cigenes Weib geben falfde, 
verfehrte Wntiwort und behaupten, Hiob werde um feiner Giinden willen 
geftraft. Glibu, der jiingere Mann, bringt das Problem de3 Leidens 
der Lofung fdjon ettwas naher; aber endlich) erfdjeint Gott felbft im 
Wetter und loft dem Hiob alle feine Fragen und Vedenfen, alle feine 
Sfrupel und Argumente, und Hiob fann dann aud nichts weiter fagen 
alg demiitig befennen: $c erfenne, daB du alles vermagf{t, und fein 
Gedanfe ijt dir berborgen. 3 ijt ein unbefonnener Mann, der feinen 
Rat meinet gu verbergen. Darum befenne id, dak ich habe untweislich 
geredet, Das mir gu hoch ijt und nicht berjtehe.” Yehovah verfahrt mit 
Nona, wie er mit Hiob berfahren ijt, und bringt ihn gur Erfenntnis. 
Er hat dem Hiob allerlei Fragen vorgelegt iiber die Wunder der Natur 
und die Fihrungen Gottes im Menfdenleben und gu ihm gefagt: Bd 
will did) fragen” (du fluger fleiner Menfd), ,lehre mic”, Kap. 40, 2; 
aber Siob anttwortet dann demiitig, befdheiden, guredtgebracdt, und 
fpricht gu Gott: , Jd will did fragen, lehre mich”, Rap. 42, 2—4. 
Wus dem, twas eben itber den Partifularismus der Yuden und den 
Univerfali8mus Gottes gefagt worden ift, erflart fich wohl auch, marum 
Yona guerft bor Gott flieht und durch die bitteren Erfahrungen auf 
dem Meer guredhtgebradt werden mug. Er ftedt eben al8 Qude auch 
in diefem Partifulari3mu3. Gr denft: ,,Y8rael ijt Gottes Volk; die 
Heiden find berdammt.” Gr hat, wie Luther des weiteren in treffender 
BWeife ausfiihrt, nocd eine jiidijde, fleijdlide Meinung von Gott 
gebabt, als fet Gott allein der Yuden Gott und nicht der Heiden, . 
hat gedadht, die Niniviten waren Gottes Wort und Gnaden nicht wert, 
teil fie nicht Gottes Volk, das ijt, Yuden oder unter dem israelitifdjen 
Volf waren”.1% Cr fiirdtet fic wohl auch, wie fon Luther hervor- 
hebt, bor der unmdglid) erfdeinenden Wufgabe, dak er in die grofe, 
ftolze, gottlofe heidnifde Stadt gehen und dort Bue predigen foll; 
und dagu fam bielleicht fchlieBlich aud) Menfdjenfurdt, die Befjorgnis, 
wie eS ihm twobhl bei der Predigt in Ninive ergehen wiirde. Aber died 
alleS find gerade fo getreue, pfychologifdje Biige, dak auch dadurd) die 
Gejchichtlidfeit des gangen Buches gewaltig beftatigt wird. Cine alte 
iiberlieferung, twieder der jiidifden Synagoge (Medhilta), fagt gang 
finnig: ,,€3 war dem Propheten mehr an der Chre des Rindes ge- 
legen al8 an der Chre de3 Vaters; mehr an der Chre des Volfes 
Gottes al8 an der EHre Gottes felber.” Und wenn wir ins 


10) XIV, 854. Wer eta einmal itber Jona predigen michte, follte ja diefe 
gang trefflide Uuslegung Luther8 benugen, die auch in einem bequemen fleinen 
Separatdrud gu haben ift. Vol. ,Qutheraner” bon 1940, Nr. 10, S. 174. 
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Neue Teftament bliden, dann finden wir folde Gedanfen fogar nod nad 
der Erteilung de3 groken DPeiffionsbefehl3, der Himmelfahrt Chrijti 
und der Ausgiehung de Heiligen Geiftes bet dem Apojtel Petrus. Wie 
Yona dem gottliden Ruf entfliehen will, um nicht einem unbefdnit- 
tenen Wolf das Wort Gottes predigen gu miiffen, fo will Petrus in 
Soppe Lieber Gott twiderfprechen als das aufgehobene jiidijde Bere- 
monialgefeb iibertreten, twenn er Apojt. 10, 14 bei dem Gefidt von den 
unreinen Tieren, die er fehladten und effen foll, gu Gott fagt: ,© nein, 
OErr; denn ich habe noch nic etwas Gemeines oder Unreines gegefjen.” 

Aber, fonnte man jagen, was ift das fiir ein Prophet Gottes? 
Er tut nicht, was Gott ihm befiehlt, fondern lauft davon; und wenn 
er e8 fdlicklicdh doch unternimmt, in Ninive predigt und die Stadt mit 
dem Ronig an der Spibe Bue tut, dann ift er ungufrieden, dDaB Gott 
die Stadt nicht gerjtirt, murrt wider Gott, und twill Lieber tot fein als 
leben. Wie fann ein Prophet, cin Bote Gottes, fo reden und handeln? 
Dies hat wiederum fdon unfere alten Wusleger bejchaftigt, und fie haben 
Darauf gang treffend geantiwwortet. Matthew Henry bemerft in feinem 
Kommentar in begug auf diefe Situation: “In the first chapter we had 
Jonah fleeing from the face of God. Here (in chapter 4) we have 
him, in effect, flying in the face of God.” Und Luther fagt in feiner 
aratteriftijden Weife: Das ift mir je fiirwahr cin twounderlider, 
feltjamer Qeiliger, der da giirnt, dak Gott den Giindern gnadig ift, und 
gonnt ifnen fein Gutes, fondern eitel Ungliid.“ 1  Wber gerade die 
ganze Gefdidte unfers Buches, die oft fo oberflachlic) gelefen und be- 
bandelt wird, dak W. T. Ellis, der befannte Sonntagsfdulliterat, fagen 
fann: “One of the tragedies of literature is that most persons know 
nothing about the Book of Jonah except the whale”, legt tmieder 
Beugnis ab fiir die Cchtheit und Glaubmwiirdigfeit des Buches als von 
Sona felbjt gefdjrieben. Mit Recht fagt Delibfdh: ,Mir fdeint daz 
Bud Yona als ein unter tiefer Befhamung und gottlider Selbjtver- 
leugnung auf Trieb de3 Heiligen Geiftes niedergefdriebenes Siinden- 
befenntnis deS gurechtgebradjten Propheten, melches den prophetifden 
Sehriften deshalb einverleibt ijt, weil Yona, meisfagend felbft da, als 
er nidjt weisfagen wollte, ein Thpus des gufiinftigen Chriftus 
war, in dem allein und dDurd den allein den Glaubigen auch des 
altteftamentliden Sion (Rap. 3,5: ,Da glaubten die Leute gu Minive') 
Gnade guteil wurde.“ 12> Und der feinergzeit befannte Prof. Wilhelm 
Schmidt, Glied der Obiofynode und Profeffor an deren praftifdhem 
Seminar in St.Paul, hat mir einmal ergahlt, daB D. oy, der oft- 
genannte theologifde Profeffor am Seminar der Obiofynode in Colum- 
bus und allgemeine Prajes feiner Synode, in einer Paftoralpredigt 
gefagt habe: Der Bauch de3 Walfifdes war fiir Yona ein praktifdes 
Seminar, und in diefem prattifden Seminar hat Yona in drei Tagen 


11) XIV, 896. 12) Rudelbadh-Guerides Beitidrift, I, 2, 122. 
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mehr tvabre Paftoraltheologie gelernt, als mander theologifde Student 
in feinen Dret Seminarjahren beimnimmt. 

Aber twwarum fteht dann diefes Buch, wenn e3 wirklid) Gefdidte 
enthalt, wie ausfithrlid) nadhgetwiefen worden ift, unter den Propheten 
und nidt unter den Gefdhichtsbiidjern? Und wenn e3 twegen feines 
fleinen Umfangs nicht neben die groken Gefdicdtsbiider Yofua, Sa- 
mueli3 und Ronige geftellt werden follte, da e8 nur eine Epifode be- 
handelt, warum jfteht e3 dann nicht neben dem fleinen hiftorifden Bude 
Ruth in dem dritten Teil des hebraifden Alten Tejtaments, unter den 
fogenannten Oagiographen? Auch diefe Frage lapt fich woh! beant- 
tworten. Das Bud hat mit gutem Grunde feine Stelle unter den 
Propheten, da Yona im ftrengen Sinne de3 Wortes ein Prophet war 
und feine Gefdidte twirflich tiefe prophetifde, typifde Bedeutung hat, 
die uns im Lidhte de Neuen Teftaments gang flar entgegenjtrablt. 
Das Verweilen de3 Yona im BVauche de3 Fifches drei Tage und drei 
Nachte fhattete ab und wies hin auf Chrifti Begrabnis und Veriveilen 
im Gchoge der Erde. Nach Matth.12,38—40 antworteten etliche 
unter den Gehriftgelehrten und Bbharifaern und fpraden zu SEfu: 
»Meifter, wir wollten gerne ein Beidjen von dir fehen.“ Und er ant- 
twortete und fprach gu ifnen: ,Die bife und ehebredherifde Art fucht 
ein Zeiden; und e3 wird ifr fein Zeiden gegeben twerden denn dad 
Zeiden de Propheten Yonas. Denn gleichtwie Yonas war drei Tage 
und drei Nachte in des Walfijches Baud, alfo wird des Menfdjen Sohn 
drei Tage und dret Nadhte mitten in der Erde fein.” Wiebiel die Yuden 
gur Zeit Jonas davon verftanden haben, lagt fich nicht fagen. Wir 
finnen nicht fiinftlich den Sebleier und die Decke hervorholen, die vor 
der Zeit der Crfiillung iiber der Weisfagung lag, ahnlich wie wir auch 
3. B. fagen mitffen, daB das bolle Verftandnis der Weisfagung Sacharjas 
von dem Verfauf des Hirten um dreifig Silberlinge und dem Anfauf 
deS TipferSacers, Rap. 11,12.13, erft dann aufgegangen ijt, als fie 
budhftablich erfiillt wurde. Wber wir finnen gang getwif auch annehmen, 
dak die Propheten, von dem Geifte Gottes erleudhtet, fchtwierige, dunfle 
Gadjen ihrem Volfe erlautert und erflart haben. Das liegt fchon in der 
Natur der Sache, das twiffen mir aber auch von eingelnen Propheten 
ausdriidlid, wie 3.B. von Hefefiel, gu dem die vlteften deS jiidifden 
Volfes famen und fic) in feinem Gaufe vor ihm niederfebten, jedenfalls 
um Wustunft und Velehrung gu erhalten itber das, twas der HErr ihm 
offenbarte, Rap. 8,1; 14,1; 20, 1.3; 24,19. Gerade der Ausdrud, 
den der Heiland gebraucht, und wiederholt gebraucht, ,,da3 Beiden des 
Propheten Yonas” (vgl. aud) Matth. 16,4; Ruf. 11, 29.30), ift, mie 
{Gon frither bemerft tworden ift, gugleid) dunfel und dod) aud) ber- 
ftandlid). €8 ift ein Beidjen, das Glauben an Chriftum fordert und an 
die Spike feines gangen CErlifungswerkes, feine Wuferftehung. Und 
wenn man fragen twollte, warum YEfus auf diefes Beiden de3 Yona 
an den angefilhrten Stellen als auf ein lebtes und drohendes Beiden 
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hintweift, fo hat darauf Baumgarten in einer Abhandlung ,iiber das 
Beidjen de$ Propheten Yonas” treffend geantwortet: ,,BViele Beichen 
twaren vorhergegangen, aber de$ Menjdjen Sohn hatte in YSrael feinen 
Glauben gefunden; darum bleibt nur noch das Beiden de3 Yonas 
iibrig; DdiejeS aber ijt das Beicjen, dak das Cbvangelium den Yuden 
genommen wird und gu den Heiden, welche feine Frucht bringen twerden, 
iibergeht. Matth. 21,43.” 1 

Und abnlich fteht e3 mit dem Bericht von der Bue Ninives. 
Gerade diejfe uns faft unglaublich erfdeinende Gefdchichte ijt durd das 
Beugnis de3 allwiffenden Gottesjohnes, unfers Heilandes BEfu Chrifti, 
beftatigt, wenn er fagt: ,Die Leute bon Ninive werden auftreten am 
Siingften Gerichte mit diefem Gefdjlechte und werden e3 berdammen; 
denn fie taten Bue nad) der Predigt Yonas’. Und fiehe, hie ijt mehr 
denn Yonas”, Matth.12,41. Val. aud Luf. 11,32. Darum fagte 
Delibjfeh mit Medht gu diefem Punfte der gefchicdtlidjen Wahrheit des 
Sonabuds: ,tber alles fteht der Lutherifdjen Rirde das Beugnis des 
untriigliden Oberhauptes der Rirde, BEfu Chrifti, von dem alle 
Wtfommodation an den Yrrtum und die Liige fo fern ift al3 das Licht 
bon der Finfterni3.“14 Und in einer den Verfafjer nit nennenden 
Whhandlung iiber ,,.Die Ydee des Buches Yona” heift e3 gang treffend, 
dak diefes Buch, wenn recht verjtanden, ,ein3 der tieffinnigften des 
Witten Teftaments ijt und unter allen prophetifGen Biidern de3 Alten 
Teftaments fogujagen das neuteftamentlidfte”. Denn hier beginnt 
ausnahmSiveife und dem Anfang nach das, was im Neuen Tejta- 
ment fic erfiillt hat und immer nod in CErfillung begriffen ijt, die 
Gefehrung der Heiden; und diejfe Befehrung der Heiden geht fort, bis 
die aus Suden und Heiden gefammelte Kirche vollendet ijt, bis die 
Vollzahl der Auseriwablten in die Kirche de Neuen Teftaments einge- 
gangen ift und der HErr wiederfommt in groker Rraft und Herr- 
lidhfeit. Dies ijt fon im jiidifehen Talmud erfannt worden, und wir 
twiederholen die treffende Semerfung von Profs: ,Mit Yona beginnt 
die erfolgreide Heidenpredigt; der Menfadenfohn ruft aud die 
GHeidentwelt gur Suge. Das Wort Gottes loft fid) aus feiner nationalen 
Gefdhrantung; e3 wird frei gur univerfalen Wirkfamfeit.” 16 Und c3 
ift fein gutreffende3 Argument dagegen, dah ja die Niniviten nicht be- 
ftanbdig geblieben find, bak die Rirde damals in Ninive noch feine blei- 


13) Rudelbach-Guerides Beitfdrift, I, 2, 13. 

14) Rudelbackh-GuerideS Beitfdrift, 1, 2, 126. Delikfe) besieht fich damit auf 
bie beritdhtigte UttommodationStheorie, dak BEfus, wenn er auch das von dem 
Verfhlungenwerden deS Jona durch einen Fifd und von der Bufe der Niniviten 
Gefagte beffer getwwuft habe, fid) doch in feiner Rede gu der damals landlaiufigen 
und bei den Suden allgemein geltenden, wenngleid) irrigen, Annahme herab- 
gelaffen und fic an fie affommobdiert babe. 

15) ,»Zeitfdhrift fiir Proteftantismus und Rirde.” HerauSgegeben von 
Garlef, Hofling, Thomafiu8, Hofmann. 21 (1851) 106. 

16) »Ullgemeine Ev.-Luth. Kirdenjzeitung’, 70 (1937), 6. 225. 
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bende Statte befam und bebielt. Dies ift freilic) richtig. Néinive ijt, 
pie fon im Quniheft diefer Beitfdhrift ausgefiihrt worden ijt, wieder 
guriidigefunten in fein gottlofes, heidnifdes Wefen, wie fpatere Stellen, 
3.8. Sef. 10 und 37 und 2Kin. 19, zeigen, hat das Reid) Fsrael gu 
Gisfias Zeiten gerjtirt und das Reich Juda mit Krieg iibergogen, wes- 
halb ihm das Verderben und der endlide Ruin und Untergang ange- 
fiindigt wird. Bal. Nah. 2 und 3 und Beph. 2,18—15. Die Beit des 
Neuen Teftaments twar eben damals nod nicht gefommen, die Beit, in 
der die Heiden in Sdharen eingehen follten in die Rirde des Neuen 
Teftaments und da ihre bleibende Wohnung finden, wie Yefaja und 
Micha weisfagen: ,€8 wird gur lebten Beit der Berg, da de3 HErrn 
Haus ift, gewif fein, hdher denn alle Verge und iiber alle Giigel erhaben 
werden; und werden alle Seiden dagu laufen und viel Volfer hingehen 
und fagen: RKommt, laBt uns auf den Berg des HErrn gehen, zum 
Haufe des Gottes Yafobs, dak er uns lehre feine Wege und wir twandeln 
auf feinen Gteigen. Denn bon Bion wird das Gefeb ausgehen und 
be3 HErrn Wort bon Ferufalem”, Jef. 2,2.3; Midja 4, 1.2. 

Schin bemerft darum Hefjelberg in einer gang anjpruch3los ge- 
jdriebenen und wenig befannten Wuslegung: Yn ihm” (dem Bud 
Sona) ,leuchtet ein himmlifder Strahl der ewigen Milde und Erbar- 
mung Gottes iiber ein BVolf, das in Todesfchatien fab, ein Spiegel 
fiir das Volf Gottes, damit e3 erfenne, dak nur Bupe vom Borne 
Gottes errettet.“ 17 


Dies find einige Heilsgefdhichtlidje Gedanfen aus dem fleinen 
viel berfpotteten, aber in Wahrheit gang herrlicjen Bude Yona. Wir 
gedenfen, nun nod) eine furggefakte Wuslegung de3 Gebetes Yona dar- 
gubieten. 2. Firbringer 


-_ = 
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Why Preach? 


Preaching, if it is to serve its divine purpose, must have a 
very definite objective. This the preacher should not only know, 
but of this he should be conscious. What is the objective? 
Why preach? 

I 

The purpose of all Christian preaching — at all times, at any 
place, before any audience —is the salvation of sinners and the 
glory of God. The Lord says: “Go ye into all the world and preach 
the Gospel,” the good news of salvation, “to every creature,” 
Mark 16:15. “Ye shall be witnesses unto Me, both in Jerusalem 
and in all Judea and in Samaria and unto the uttermost part of 
the earth,” Acts 1:8. Of his own preaching Paul said: “I deter- 


17) Gitiert von Deligfdh in Rudelbad-Guerides Beitfdrift, I, 2, 120. 
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mined not to know anything among you save Jesus Christ, and 
Him crucified,” 1 Cor.2:2. “We preach not ourselves,” says Paul, 
“but Christ Jesus, the Lord,” 2 Cor. 4:5. “We are ambassadors 
for Christ, as though God did beseech you by us; we pray you 
in Christ’s stead, Be ye reconciled to God,” 2 Cor. 5:20. And since 
God is our Creator, our Redeemer, and our Sanctifier, all glory 
belongs to Him and should be given to Him. “To Him be glory 
and dominion for ever and ever. Amen,” Rev. 1:6. 


II 


But while the salvation of the sinner and the glory of God is 
the final objective of all Christian preaching, that is, of the spoken 
Word, the written Word has the same purpose. All that the 
Christian preacher preaches he takes from the Bible, the written 
Word; he has no other source. “We speak wisdom ...; yet not 
the wisdom of this world nor of the princes of this world, that come 
to naught; but we speak the wisdom of God in a mystery,” 
1 Cor. 2:6,7. “Preach the Word”— thus Paul admonishes Timothy 
and all Christian preachers, 2 Tim. 4:2. But why should the Word 
be preached? Why does it not suffice that men have the written 
Word? The written Word works faith and sustains it, puts the 
love of Christ into the hearts of men, strengthens Christians to 
resist sin and lead a godly life, takes them from earth to heaven. 
The Word that is preached can do no more; it is the same Word. 
The preacher can add nothing to it, can give it no additional 
power. Why, then, did God give us “the ministry of reconciliation,” 
“ambassadors for Christ,” 2 Cor. 5:18, 20; “apostles, prophets, evan- 
gelists, pastors, teachers,’ Eph. 4:11; “elders in every church,” 
Acts 14:23; “elders in every city,” Titus 1:5; “overseers to feed 
the church of God,” Acts 20:28; “bishops apt to teach,” 1 Tim. 3:2? 

Many will not read the Word; they perhaps do not even 
have it. To these it must be preached. To such people we send 
our missionary preachers, in home and in foreign fields. 

Many who do read the Word do not understand it. That is 
no fault of the Word. It speaks a simple and clear language. Even 
though Christ spoke clearly to His disciples, saying: “He shall 
be delivered unto the Gentiles and shall be mocked and spitefully 
entreated and spitted on, and they shall scourge Him and put 
Him to death, and the third day He shall rise again,” — clearly 
spoken, — yet we read: “And they understood none of these things; 
and this saying was hid from them, neither knew they the things 
which were spoken,” Luke 18:32-34. Even after His resurrection 
Jesus “opened their understanding that they might understand the 
Scriptures,” Luke 24:45. The disciples had the preconceived 
wrong idea of a temporal kingdom which Christ would establish. 
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They asked: “Lord, wilt thou at this time restore again the king- 
dom unto Israel?” Acts 1:6. In like manner many today come 
to the Bible with preconceived wrong ideas, which have become 
so fixed in their mind that they are thereby kept from under- 
standing the plain language of Scripture. They need a Philip to 
say unto them: “Understandest thou what thou readest?” Acts 8:30, 
and to give them the true understanding. Such people need 
preachers to open the Scriptures unto them. 

But our church-members have been instructed in the Word 
(parochial school, Sunday-school, catechumen class); they also 
have their Bible at home. Why preach to them? They should 
advance in Christian knowledge. They are not to remain babes, 
who must be fed on milk, but should arrive at that full age ta 
which belongeth strong meat, Heb. 5:12-14. They should not remain 
“children, tossed to and fro and carried about with every wind of 
doctrine, by the sleight of men and cunning craftiness, whereby 
they lie in wait to deceive,” Eph. 4:14,15, but should grow up 
to be men in understanding, “who by reason of use have their 
senses exercised to discern both good and evil,” Heb.5:14. Much 
of this could and would be accomplished if all our Christians would 
regularly, prayerfully, and carefully read and study their Bible. 
But do they? 

Shall the preacher then be satisfied if he can say that he 
preaches the Word of God, that his sermons are orthodox, that 
he is presenting the doctrines of the Bible? If that is all, and if a 
sermon it must be, then church-members could be directed to 
read a sermon at home from one of the many sermon-books which 
we could recommend. We could also add a good commentary. 
But the preacher must do more. He should preach the Word as 
the particular spiritual needs of his church-members demand it. 
That is why God gives preachers to Christian congregations. They 
are to be watchmen, who hear the Word at God’s mouth and give 
warning unto men, Ezek. 3:17-21; they are to watch over the souls 
of men, as they that must give account, Heb.13:17; they are to 
be pastors, shepherds, who give heed to all the flock, protecting 
them against grievous wolves; they are to be overseers, who feed 
the church of God, which He hath purchased with His own blood, 
Acts 20:28, 29; they are by their teaching to advance their hearers 
not only in spiritual knowledge, Heb. 5:12 to 6:3,. but in grace, 
2 Pet. 3:18, in faith, Matt. 15: 21-28; 17:20; 6:30, and in good works, 
Matt. 5:14-16; John 15:8; 1 Tim.6:17-19; Gal. 5:16-26; Matt. 25: 
31-46. Not only instruction but instruction for the purpose of 
edification, as this is demanded by the particular needs of the 
people, that is the real purpose of preaching to a Christian con- 
gregation. By such preaching also the strangers who may be 
found in the church audience will be served. 
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Ii 

In the 14th chapter of the First Epistle to the Corinthians, 
Paul speaks of preaching to the Christian congregation; its purpose, 
he says is edification. “He that prophesieth speaketh unto men 
to edification,” v.3; “he that prophesieth, edifieth the church,” v. 4; 
“that the church may receive edifying,” v.5; “forasmuch as ye are 
zealous of spiritual gifts, seek that ye may excel to the edifying 
of the church,” v.12; “when ye come together, every one of you 
hath a psalm, hath a doctrine, hath a tongue, hath a revelation, 
hath an interpretation. Let all things be done unto edifying,” v. 26. 
If any one cannot speak for the edification of the church, “let 
him,” says the apostle, “keep silence in the church,” v.28. In the 
church, the apostle says, he would rather speak five words that 
can be understood, so that the hearers will be edified, than ten 
thousand words in an unknown tongue, which are not understood 
and therefore edify no one, v. 19. 

In his Letter to the Ephesians, chapter 4, the apostle writes: 
“He,” the ascended Lord, “gave some, apostles; and some, prophets; 
and some, evangelists; and some, pastors and teachers; for the 
perfecting of the saints, for the work of the ministry, for the 
edifying of the body of Christ,” vv.11,12. Of his and the other 
apostles’ authority as preachers Paul says: “which the Lord hath 
given me to edification, 2 Cor. 13:10. When the persecution in 
the days of Paul had somewhat subsided, we read: “Then had all 
the churches rest throughout all Judea and Galilee and Samaria 
and were edified,” Acts 9:31. That the blessings of the kingdom of 
God are given for the edification of its members we learn also from 
Rom.14: “For the kingdom of God is not meat and drink, but 
righteousness and peace and joy in the Holy Ghost. For he that in 
these things servéth Christ is acceptable to God and approved of 
men. Let us therefore, follow after the things which make for 
peace and things wherewith one may edify another,” vv. 17-19. 

Wherever in the texts just quoted the word “edification” or 
“edify” occurs, the Greek either has the noun, oixodouy, the act of 
building, building up, or, in New Testament metaphorical usage, 
“the act of one who promotes another’s growth in Christian wisdom, 
piety, holiness, happiness” (Thayer); or it has the verb oixodopéa, 
to build (up from the foundation), “to promote growth in Christian 
wisdom, affection, grace, virtue, holiness, blessedness” (Thayer). 
The word used in the English translation is of Latin origin, aedifi- 
care, having the same meaning as the Greek word, to build. 

In the Christian congregation the foundation has been laid — 
Jesus Christ, 1 Cor.3:11; “the foundation of the apostles and 
prophets” (not their person but their doctrine), “Jesus Christ 
Himself being the chief Corner-stone,” Eph. 2:20. The members 
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of the congregation are Christians, having the right and only 
foundation for their faith and hope: the Savior as He comes to 
them in Word and Sacrament. Upon this foundation they are to 
be built wp; and preaching is to serve this purpose. For this 
purpose the Christian preacher is to be a watchman, Ezek. 3:17; 
a shepherd, Jer. 23:4; an overseer, Acts 20:28; a nurse, 1 Thess. 
2:7; a minister, 1 Tim. 4:6. Of course, he is to be all this in his 
entire relation to his congregation, but also in the pulpit he is to 
be preeminently a.Seelsorger, ministering as such to all his people 
Sunday after Sunday and as often as he preaches. Preaching 
should supply the particular spiritual needs of the congregation, 
of a people who are Christians indeed but who still have the sinful 
flesh and live in a world in which they are surrounded by sinful 
people and exposed to the powers of darkness. 

Preaching, therefore, of which no more can be said than that 
it is orthodox or Scriptural, but which does not supply the par- 
ticular spiritual needs of the Christian congregation does not serve 
the real purpose of preaching. A preacher of such sermons is not 
that Seelsorger in the pulpit which he ought to be. To fill in a 
half hour, more or less, in the pulpit merely with an orthodox 
sermon does not in itself serve the real purpose of preaching. The 
particular spiritual needs of the people entrusted to the care of 
a pastor must be supplied. The Christian hearers should be 
edified, built up spiritually. The spiritual life of the Christian 
congregation should be deepened and enlarged, spiritually ad- 
vanced. The Christians should by the Word of God be fortified 
against the false doctrines and the sins of their time. They should 
be encouraged to lead a Christian life. They should be comforted 
in their trials and tribulations. To this end the preacher should 
“preach the Word; be instant in season, out of season; reprove, 
rebuke, exhort, with all long-suffering and doctrine,” 2 Tim. 4:2. 
Edification, with all that it implies — that is the concise Scriptural 
answer to the question, Why preach? 

If the objective of preaching to a Christian congregation is to 
be reached, the preacher’s heart must be filled with love to his 
Savior and to those souls for whom the Savior died, some of 
whom He has entrusted to the preacher’s pastoral care, and for 
whom he must give account; the preacher must study the spiritual 
needs of his people; and he must give sufficient time to the careful 
preparation of his sermons. 

Blessed is the preacher who in reference to the pastoral care 
of the flock which God has entrusted to him can say with Paul: 
“I kept back nothing that was profitable unto you, but have 
showed you and have taught you, publicly and from house to 
house, testifying both to the Jews and also to the Greeks repentance 
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toward God and faith toward our Lord Jesus Christ. ... Where- 
fore I take you to record this day that I am pure from the blood 
of all men. For I have not shunned to declare unto you all the 
counsel of God. ... Therefore watch, and remember that by the 
space of three years I ceased not to warn every one night and 
day with tears. And now, brethren, I commend you to God and 
to the Word of His grace, which is able to build you up and to 
give you an inheritance among all them which are sanctified,” 
Acts 20:20, 21, 26, 27, 31, 32. Joun H.C. Frrrz 
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Fallow Fields — the Church’s Youth 


The caption of this article is taken from a chapter in the very 
interesting and valuable book by Henry W. McLaughlin, entitled 
Religious Education in the Rural Church. The expression was used 
to designate and describe the condition of untold thousands of chil- 
dren, chiefly in the mountainous districts of the Southern Appa- 
lachians, who were growing up without a knowledge of God and of 
the Savior, until the Director of Country Church Work of the Pres- 
byterian Church in the United States learned of their plight and 
organized a movement to bring them at least the fundamentals of 
religious education. The book shows that the remedy proposed was 
still very inadequate, chiefly because more emphasis seems to have 
been placed upon the amelioration of social conditions than on that 
of the children’s personal relation to their Savior on the basis of 
His redeeming blood. 

And yet this book, and others like it, is very stimulating; for 
many of the problems broached by the author may be transferred, 
without essential changes, to the field of work among the confirmed 
youth of our Church. One might begin with a series of true-false 
statements, such as: 

A fallow field on a farm is one which is intensely cultivated. 

The Church has taken care of all the fallow fields in every 
part of its area. 

Our Church has given public sanction to more intensive work 
among its young people. 

The young people of our Church are overorganized. 

The Church is providing adequately for all the needs of its 
young people. 

All our congregations have established, and are maintaining, 
adequate contacts with all their young people. 

The talents of our young people are being developed in such 
a o_o as to make them efficient workers in the kingdom of 
our Lord. 


It would be an interesting experience to have these statements 
discussed in pastoral conferences and to get the reaction of pastors 
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working under a variety of circumstances. For a study of the 
problem of the young people of our Church makes it clear that the 
attitude taken by many pastors and congregations vitiates their 
arguments for Christian parish-schools. For what are the chief 
arguments which we advance in favor of such schools, often re- 
ferred to as the bulwark of confessional Lutheranism? They were 
enumerated in a previous article (May issue, p. 362 ff.); but may be 
briefly summarized here in order to have a starting-point for the 
present discussion. 

It is clear from numerous passages of Holy Writ that the Lord 
places the chief obligation and responsibility for the rearing of 
children “in the nurture and admonition of the Lord” upon the 
parents, Eph. 6:4. But since children, through Holy Baptism, are 
received as members of the Christian congregation, the latter also 
has a definite interest in the Christian training of its members as 
well as in their conduct in agreement with the Word of God. To 
this factor we must add that of the law of love, which makes it a 
duty of Christians to bear one another’s burdens, also with regard 
to duties which are primarily given to parents. For since parents 
frequently are not properly trained to take charge of the full Chris- 
tian rearing of their children or do not have the time which is 
required to bring them up to the standard set by the Word of God 
for adult membership in the Christian congregation, the latter, in 
its entire membership, should be ready to assume this duty. More- 
over, since the standards which the Word of God sets with regard 
to adult membership in the Church, specifically with regard to ad- 
mission to the Holy Eucharist, have so evidently best been reached 
in the Christian parish-school, therefore the congregation will 
naturally want to employ that agency which, for three generations 
in this country, has proved to be the most efficient institution for 
the adequate indoctrination of children for adult membership. All 
other agencies, even if added together and integrated as well as 
circumstances may permit, will rarely be able to produce the satis- 
factory and adequate results which have attended the work of the 
Christian parish-school if conducted with a proper regard to the 
development of all the capacities and abilities of the pupils en- 
trusted to its guidance. And a final consideration, in the case of 
children who are not as yet baptized members of the congrega- 
tion, is the obligation of the Great Commission, which bids all 
believers to make disciples of all nations by baptizing them and 
then teaching them to observe all things whatsoever the Lord of 
the Church has commanded us. 

These, in substance, are our arguments for establishing and 
maintaining Christian parish-schools. While we do not therefore 
argue from the angle that any agency or institution for the Chris- 
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tian rearing of the young is commanded in the Word of God, we 
draw our conclusions from the precepts alluded to above, thus 
endeavoring to have all the members of our congregations realize 
the responsibility and obligation resting upon them and thereby 
inciting them to follow the law of love in having children prepared 
for the privileges and duties of adult membership in the con- 
gregation. 

And now we repeat: Many pastors and congregations vitiate 
their arguments in behalf of Christian parish-schools by their 
attitude concerning the young people in their midst, specifically 
those of the postconfirmation age. If we feel that we have reasons 
based on Scriptural injunctions for the establishment and main- 
tenance of Christian parish-schools and other agencies and in- 
stitutions for training children in Christian knowledge and a 
God-fearing conduct, these same reasons must compel us, also as 
congregations, to give the proper attention to the children and 
young people after confirmation. 

In the first place, the rite of confirmation does not absolve the 
parents of the duty and obligation of providing for the further 
instruction of their children in the Word of God and their con- 
tinued training in the ways of true sanctification. By the same 
token, if our argument regarding the transfer of the obligation 
is correct, the congregation is bound to take a continued interest 
in the young members, who have indeed been admitted to the 
Sacrament but still require a tremendous amount of further in- 
struction in order to come closer to the ideal of adult membership 
described, and even demanded, in Holy Writ. If some one should 
contend that attendance at church and the listening to sermons is 
sufficient for young people who have been confirmed, our reply is 
found in Heb.5:12 to 6:2 and in passages presenting the same 
thought. A generation ago the institute of the Christenlehre was 
praised, and rightly so, as being an excellent medium for main- 
taining and developing a high standard of doctrinal understanding. 
Why, then, should objections be raised today against systematic 
Bible-study in young people’s groups under the auspices of the 
congregation and of the called servant of the Word? A congrega- 
tion cannot afford to be satisfied with the instruction of the cate- 
chumen class, though this is adequate for a proper appreciation 
and a worthy reception of the Lord’s Supper. Bible classes for 
young people may not be an absolute necessity, but neither was 
the institute of the Christenlehre. And those who have conducted 
Bible classes for young people and have learned to appreciate the 
value of teaching on the level of the adolescent, with reference to 
the particular needs of the young people, will be ready to defend 
the thesis that more can be accomplished through this agency 
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than through the former agency, which tried to reach all the 
pupils, from the preconfirmation level to that of the adult of 
mature years. It may be true that there are teachers who can 
reach the individual in a class containing such a wide divergence 
in age and experience, but the number of teachers who are really 
successful in this endeavor is relatively small. 

But there is still more to be said. One has but to page 
through some passages in St. Paul’s letters, such as those addressed 
to the Corinthians, to realize that the Lord holds the congregation 
responsible for the conduct of its members. This fact is important 
in considering the obligation of the congregation to provide for the 
training of its young people in sanctification. We cannot well offer 
the excuse: If the young people are confirmed members of the 
church, they have had a course in the Ten Commandments and in 
the Third Article, not to speak of the “Table of Duties” and the 
“Christian Questions.” Introspection and observation join in 
telling us that much of the teaching done in the preconfirmation 
age became memory information only and did not become practical, 
functional knowledge. The reason for this is obvious. Many con- 
figurations of life mean nothing to the child because his body and 
mind are not yet sufficiently developed to the point which would 
enable him to appreciate the application of knowledge (as, for ex- 
ample, in the case of most sins against the Sixth Commandment), 
while other items of information are associated with life situations 
of which the child knows only by hearsay. It is true that the 
Holy Ghost has a way of making much of the childhood knowledge 
functional at the proper time; but it is true, also, as we see from 
the teaching of the Bible, that we must continue to instruct young 
people in the postconfirmation age and, for that matter, all their 
lives, concerning the practical application of the precepts of God 
regarding a life of sanctification. If, as taught by the Lord in 
Matt.18, we are to exercise watchfulness with regard to trans- 
gressions of God’s Law, the situation offers the correlate that the 
congregation should provide training classes in the field of Chris- 
tian ethics. Nor should this training be merely along the lines of 
prohibition and repression, for we are, in the great majority of 
cases, dealing with young Christians who take their relation to their 
God seriously. It should rather be in the nature of constructive 
assistance, such as will stimulate the young people to give positive 
evidence of their Christian discipleship. And once more we say: 
All the arguments which we employ in favor of establishing and 
maintaining Christian parish-schools have full validity also during 
the period of adolescence. 

For that reason the social and recreational meetings of the 
young people should also be a matter of vital concern to pastors 
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and congregations, although not in the same degree as the 
program of teaching and training connected directly with the Word 
of God. Still the arguments which have commonly been employed 
with reference to the recreational program of a parish-school are 
bound to come to the front also in this instance. We have included 
instruction in physiology, hygiene, and sanitary science in the 
course of study of our parish-schools; we have provided play- 
grounds for our children, with the necessary apparatus for gym- 
nastic exercises. Was this merely to ward off invidious comparisons 
with the State schools, that is, done in self-defense? Or were we 
conscious of the fact that the old Latin slogan Mens sana in corpore 
sano had some significance in the work of Christian schools also? 
Is it logical for us to take the position that after confirmation the 
social and recreational activities of the young people are no con- 
cern of the congregation and that its members should a priori take 
a negative stand when basketball courts and bowling-alleys are 
mentioned? It may be true that these appendages to our parish- 
houses have been overemphasized and that a disproportionate 
amount of money has been expended by some congregations in 
the erection of buildings devoted to recreational and social ac- 
tivities. But we ought to remember the Latin proverb Abusus 
non tollit usum. In other words, if there has been a false emphasis 
on such auxiliary activities, ways and means may be found to 
correct abuses. But we certainly need to be made conscious of 
the fact that substitution is a much better pedagogical measure 
than sublimation and repression, so long as we are moving in the 
field of adiaphora, and that prophylactic measures, judiciously 
applied, may save many a young person from being drawn into 
the commercialized recreation and into the commercialized vice of 
the world around us. It might be a valuable step forward if we, 
as leaders of the Church, would endeavor to take a more positive, 
constructive attitude in preference to the negative and forbidding 
demeanor which was, and is, all too frequently noticeable in deal- 
ing with the recreational and social program of our young people. 
After all, even these activities are to come under the heading of 
sanctification, as we learn from Col. 3:17 and 1 Cor. 10:31. Or shall 
we hide behind a wall of smugness and declare that we shall take 
care of the souls of our young people and let them see what they 
may find for themselves in the way of social contacts? 

Also in this respect the children of this world are apparently 
wiser in their generation than the children of light. We have 
frequently had occasion, during the last fifteen years, to observe 
the work done by men and women who are working with the 
youth of our country, both in prophylactic endeavors and in con- 
structive measures for building up a higher citizenship morale, and 
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it is a source of surprise and amazement to mark the progress 
which has been made. Granted that these workers are actuated 
largely by altruism and the hopes of civic betterment, we cannot 
but admire them for what they have accomplished. Remarkable 
work has been done in reducing crime and in building up the 
moral character of thousands of young people of the early and 
middle adolescent level. Shall these people, who for the most part 
are obliged to operate with inadequate motivation, put us to shame, 
who have the Word of God, not only as the infallible source of 
knowledge unto salvation but also as the one adequate criterion 
for the highest standards of conduct and life? If they feel the 
responsibility to provide guidance for adolescents and young people 
in general in order to procure better integration of their protégés 
in the body politic, how much more should we, with our better 
equipment in the matter of adequate incentive, after having laid 
the foundation of saving knowledge and working steadily on the 
superstructure, also provide guidance in the field of sanctification 
in order that our young people may become the light of the world, 
also by letting their light so shine before men that they may see 
their good works and glorify the Father which is in heaven? 

All this means that an enormous responsibility is laid upon 
those who have been called into positions of leadership in the 
Church. The situation requires, first of all, that we continue to 
study the Word of God with unceasing vigor and tireless assiduity, 
not only to perfect ourselves more and more in handling the doc- 
trinal content of the inspired record, but also in absorbing, and 
being saturated with, the truth of Holy Writ as it applies to every 
circumstance and condition of life. This is a challenge which will 
not be satisfied with less than a daily, systematic study of the 
Scriptures, in an endeavor to understand ever better the unsearch- 
able riches of the grace of God in Christ Jesus, in the inexhaustible 
variety of configurations which the Bible offers. 

But this study of the Word of God must be accompanied by 
efforts no less carefully planned to make constant progress in 
pedagogical equipment and in leadership abilities. It is a well- 
known fact, of course, that capacities, that is, innate powers, are 
not on the same level; for the Lord does not distribute even to all 
pastors and teachers the same measure of talents to be employed in 
instructing and training others. But this very fact lays upon every 
person who occupies a position of leadership the duty to develop 
the talents which he has received to their highest level of profi- 
ciency. The guiding principles for such training were laid down 
a few years ago in an article which developed the following 
propositions: 
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1. Leadership implies certain natural traits and attributes as 
well as a definite form of training. 

2. There can be no true Christian leadership without intelligent 
and consecrated self-activity and constant mental and spiritual 
growth. 

3. A program of leadership-training must include the trans- 
mission of a good working knowledge of the fundamental doctrines 
of the Bible, the distinctive doctrines of Lutheranism, the position 
of the Lutheran Church with reference to modern religious and 
moral philosophy, and the proper attitude of Lutheran Christians 
to the economic and social problems of the present age, including 
that of leisure time. 

4, Leadership-training can be successfully carried out only by 
observing the rules of habit-formation: creation of interest; 
focalization of consciousness and attention; habituation by atten- 
tive repetition. , 

5. The correlate of leadership-training is an adequate training 
for intelligent and consecrated followership. 

6. The objectives here indicated demand the regular dispen- 
sation of adequate information to all organizations concerned, 
preferably in analysis form, to be supplemented with special courses 
for such as show leadership possibilities on the psychology of leader- 
ship, personality and power, the manner of conducting meetings, 
reflective thinking, etc. 

7. The methods used in leadership-training should be chiefly 
functional, those intended for the membership at large chiefly in- 
formational, but with functional elements. (See Concordia Theo- 
logical Monthly, VI, 739—746; Walther League Manual, 178—186.) 

Much might be said by way of expanding the material offered 
in the article that discusses the seven propositions, but the available 
space will not permit more than a brief summary. Yet the follow- 
ing points should receive the earnest consideration of every person 
who occupies a position of leadership in the Church. It would seem 
necessary, for example, on the basis of recent research procedures, 
that we do not depend too much on organizational groups which 
presuppose a more or less inflexible program. Possibly the fact’ that 
we rarely have more than one third to one half of our young people 
in the church societies intended for them is explained by this con- 
dition. In the relationships which we have now largely established 
the natural group will hardly have an opportunity to develop. That 
is, we have young people’s societies of all kinds with constitutions 
and by-laws and regulations and resolutions and programs for the 
most part fully prepared, cut and dried, which are then offered to 
the prospective members, to be used in the identical way by practi- 
cally every one whose name appears on the roster of the respective 
society. It is a take-it-or-leave-it proposition which, in most cases, 
does not even allow for interest groups. Where this situation 
obtains, we are not dealing with group work, but with work with 
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groups. Group work implies, as its fundamental consideration, that 
activities grow out of capacities and interests of the folks who com- 
pose a group. It is most obvious that this sort of work calls for the 
highest type of leadership; for in such circumstances the leader 
must be able to suggest, advise, and guide without making his 
leadership an obtrusive factor. 

This new type of leadership frankly asks much of the leader. 
He must, for example, possess a large measure of wisdom in deal- 
ing with people, a kind of community intelligence. He must manage 
to acquire a great deal of ingenuity in dealing with, and utilizing, 
resources required for the program which his group decides upon. 
His must be a long patience, a sincere tolerance, a sense of humor, 
a democratic attitude and procedure, emotional maturity, a deep 
happiness in his work. But while he shows a positive and con- 
structive interest in every department of cultural activity, he 
ought to possess some acknowledged skill in a particular field, so 
that he will not be branded as an amateur in every line of endeavor. 

As the leader studies the objectives which are prescribed or 
suggested in the Bible with reference to information and training 
for a wholesome and valuable life of service, he will manage to 
fit into the large framework of his ideal all the small details by 
which he will develop the talents of young people who are looking 
to him for direction and guidance. More and more he will endeavor 
to get away from regimented work with groups, while he constantly 
endeavors to promote group work. For group work is a “voluntary 
activity, in leisure time, under the direction of a leader, with a 
limited number of participants, placing the emphasis on the in- 
dividual in the group.” Only under such circumstances will social 
work, activity in a group, really be of benefit to the individual and 
offer him cultural and social advancement, together with an op- 
portunity for better service of his God and Savior as well as of his 
fellow-men. 

The demands made upon the leader, according to this program, 
include the following items: constant spiritual and mental growth; 
training for skills, activities, and interests; emphasis shifted to the 
individual and his needs, particularly in evaluating and utilizing 
life situations; cooperatively planned programs, which recognize 
individual talents and capacities and put them to the best use. The 
leader must endeavor to win a place in the group, chiefly on the 
strength of his being saturated with ideas for promoting the welfare 
of the group and the larger sphere which the group is trying to 
serve. He must make every effort to build up at least a large 
measure of personal loyalty in the group. He must carefully culti- 
vate a sense of humor, especially for his work with young people 
in early adolescence. He must build up cordial relationships and 
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mutual helpfulness in the group by means of definite contributions 
on the part of every member. He must have confidence in his 
group and its component parts, based on a genuine interest in every 
one and an understanding of the interests and ambitions of the 
group, individually and collectively. With these and other con- 
siderations to guide us, we may hope to make some headway in 
finding a right solution of the young people’s problem. 
P. E. KrRETZMANN 





CEntwiirfe iiber die von der Synodalfonferenz angenommene 
Cypiftelreife 


Siebter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Eph. 4, 29—32 

» Dix ijt ein geiftlich Rirchelein” uf. Lied 334, 1. 2. 

Sa, die Heilige Dreicinigfeit wohnt in den Herzen aller twahrhaft 
Glaubigen. Und das wird in der Heiligen Schrift als einer der Griinde 
angegeben, tweShalb wir Chrijten das Arge hajjen und dem Guten anz 
hangen follen. Gonft wiirden tir die Heilige Dreieinigfeit betriiben. 
Darauf nimmt auc der Apojtel Paulus Begug im vorliegenden 4. Kapitel 
de3 Cpheferbriefs. itberfdhrift: ,Crmahnung zur Gottfeligfeit” ufiw. 
Zunadjt, weil Gott der Vater, der allmachtige Schipfer, allezeit bei 
ung ijt: ,Qiehet den neuen” uftv., B.24. Wir follen danach trachten, 
dem Chenbilde Gottes immer naher zu fommen. Godann, weil tir den 
Sohn, unfern Heiland, im Herzen haben, follen wir gottjelig leben ufm., 
B.13. Das Leben SEfu foll unfer Vorbild fein. CEndlich — und das 
bergefjen wir leicht — follen wir wegen der Cinwohnung de3 Heiligen 
Geijtes auf der Hut fein vor der Siinde uftv. 1 Kor. 3,16.17. Auf die 
Gegenwart des Heiligen Geijtes in unfern Herzen als eine Triebfeder zu 
hrijtlicdem Leben mweijt der Apoftel befonders hin in den Schlubverfen 
DiefeS KRapitelS, die unjern heutigen Tert bilden, V.30. Unfere heutigen 
Warnungen bor getvijfen Sinden und unjere Ermahnungen zur Gott- 
feligfeit griinden fich auf die Worte: 


/ Setriibet nidt den Heiligen Geift!“ 

1. Den Heiligen Geift fann man betriben. 

a. Er ijt eine Perfon der Gottheit, nicht etwa nur eine Cigenfdaft. 
Hier ijt eine der laren Stellen, wo von ifm als von einer Perfon ge- 
redet wird: ,,Der Heilige Geift Gottes.” Cine Kraft, Cigenfdaft uf. 
fann man nicht betriiben; eine Perfon wohl. Das ijt freilich auf menfd- 
lice Weije geredet; denn in feinem Wefen ijt der Geijt Gottes unver- 
anderlid. ,,Bei ihm ijt fein Werhfel der Freude und des Schmerzes, de3 
Hrohlidjeins und der Vetribni3. Was aber der Apoftel hiermit fagen 
twolle, ift nicht fdjwer gu erraten. Yemanden betriiben heift e3 ver- 
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fdulden, dah fich ein anderer nicht iiber uns freuen fann, fondern Urfache 
hat, fic) iiber uns gu betritben.” (D. Walther.) 

b. Daf der Heilige Geift eine Perjon ijt und daber betriibt werden 
fann, erjehen wir aud) aus B.30b. Bgl. 1,138.14. Er ijt ein Siegel, 
pas uns Gott aufodriict, om. 8,16 (Cpiftel fiir nadhjten Sonntag). 
Das Siegel de3 Heiligen Geijtes foll uns unfers Gnadenjtandes gewif 
maden, 2 Tim. 2,19. Nicht nur die Kindfdhaft Gottes, fondern auch die 
Heiligung des Lebens ijt Wirkung des Siegels, tomit twir verfiegelt jind 
auf den Tag der Erldfung. Wenn twir nicht ein heiliges Leben fiihren, 
betriiben wir den Heiligen Geijt. Darum: 


2. Wie betriiben die Menfden den Heiligen Geift? 


Das zeigt der Apoftel nicht etwwa im allgemeinen, fondern er redet 
pon getvifjen Sinden, die mir im tagliden Leben begehen. 


a. Bunacdhjt wird der Heilige Geift durd) Bungenfiinden betriibt. 
Sdon in BV. 25 davon die Rede; in unferm Tert BV. 29; vgl.5,4. Moz 
ralif faule Reden betriiben den Heiligen Geijt, Matth. 12,36. Alle 
Zungenfiinden betriiben den Geift der Wahrheit. 


b. Hergensfiinden. Schon in B. 26; fo auch B.31. Wenn unfere 
Mitmenfden durch unfern Zorn, Hak ujiw. betritbt werden, fo gewif 
der Heilige Geijt, der in unS wohnt. ,Das Vetriiben des Heiligen 
Geijtes bejteht Darin, dak man das nicht tut, wozgu man vom Hei- 
ligen Geift angetrieben wird.” (D. Walther.) Wenn mir gegen unfer 
Getwiffen handeln, handeln tir gegen diefen Geijt. ,Die Heili- 
gung und Erneurung de3 Menfdhen jelieRt auch die Heiligung und 
Erneurung de3 Gelwifjens in fich, nicht unmittelbar, fondern durchs 
Wort.” (Syn.-Ber. d. MNebr.-Diftr. 1894, S. 20.) Lakt uns diefe 
Stimme nicht verachten, weder in Gedanfen, Worten noch Taten; fonft 
betriiben wir den Heiligen Geijt. 


3. Was foll uns nun endlid bewegen, den Heili- 
gen Geift nidt gu betriiben? 


a. Zunadjt unfere BVerfiegelung, BV. 30b, bon der mir fchon ge- 
redet haben. Wir gehiren dem Heiligen Geijt an. ,Mtan driict dem 
fein Siegel auf, wa man fiir fein erflaren will im Gegenjab gu fremdem 
Wnjpruch.” (HSofmann.) 


b. Der Heilige Geift will uns im Glauben erhalten, verfiegeln ,,auf 
den Tag der Erldfung”. Wir twwollen doch nicht, dap er betriibt bon uns 
geht. Bielmehr twollen wir ihn erfreuen, indem wir nach B. 32 handeln. 
1. Wenn wir freundlich find im Haufe, im Umgang mit Leuten, in der 
Gemeinde, fo erfreut das den Heiligen Geijt. 2. Wir wollen herglic, 
barmberzig fein gegen alle, die unfere Viebe und Hilfe bediirfen. 3. Verz 
fohnlich wollen wir fein, gleichwie Gott un3 vergeben hat in Chrifto. 
Wie betriibt ijt doch diefer gute Geijt, wenn Chrijten in Unverfohnlichfeit 
leben, die fiinfte Bitte beten und dod uf. Lied 140, 7. 8; 128, 3. 
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Durd Vetriibung de3 Heiligen Geijtes miirden wir ja den vertreiben, der 
allein un3 im Glauben erhalten und felig maden fann. Das wollen wir 
dod nicht! Darum betriibt nicht uf. 

Slug‘. O bHiiten wir uns bor diefer grogen Siinde, den Geiligen 
Geijt gu betriiben! Denn e ijt cine qrofe Herablajjung, dak er im 
Herzen eines armen Giinder3 twohnt und wirft. Wir hindern un an 
unferm eigenen Heil und fonnen gar in das Gericht der Verjtodung 
fallen. (GS. Beichtrede von D. Walther in ,,Predigtentiviirfe’.)  Ge- 
braucen wir fleigig Wort und Saframent, damit der Heilige Geijt uns 
durch diefe Gnadenmittel Kraft gebe, ifn nicht gu betriiben, fondern zu 
erfreuen. Karl A. Giefeler 


Wdhter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
1 Joh. 4, 1—9 

Der eben verlejene Tert enthalt diefe iiberaus traurige Wahrheit: 
»&8 find viele falfde Propheten ausgegangen in die Welt.” Das ijt 
nur allgu twabr, und mer e3 nicht glauben will, fann bald febr traurige 
Erfahrungen machen; denn die Welt ijt voller Lug und Trug. 

Traurig ijt dieje Wahrheit auch dDarum, weil man doch meinen 
follte, Daf felbjt BVetriiger jich nicht unterjtehen wiirden, in Gottes Namen 
Seelen gu verfiihren. Wber gerade in Sachen der etvigen Wahrheit, der 
Heiligen Schrift, in Gottes Sachen, gibt e3 viele faljche PBropheten und 
Betriiger, Matth. 24,24; 7,15. Das war nicht nur damals jo, das 
ijt gang befonders jebt der Fall. Wir miifjen noch immer lagen: Lied 
166, 2; 165, 6. | 

Bei dem Klagen diirfen wir e3 aber nicht bewenden fafjen. Wir 
follen unS borfehen bor den falfden Propheten. Wir follen, wie 
das unfer Tert ausdriidt, die Geijter priifen; denn falfce Pro- 
pheten find dic allergefabrlicdjten Menfden, und hintwiederum find wahre 
PKropheten Gottes die allerfojtlidhjten Gaben unfers himmlijden Vaters. 
Wir wollen deStwegen ja wohl aufmerfen auf die flare Wnttwort, die unfer 
Lert un3 auf die Frage gibt: 


Woranf haben wir genau gu adjten, wenn wir die Geifter pritfen? 
1.Wuf ifr Befenntnis von Chrifto 
2. Muf ifr ganges Treiben 


1 
a. Fert, V.2. WAlfo auf das, was der Lehrer bon Chrifto be- 
fennt und [ehrt, follen wir aciten. €3 geniigt nicht, dag ein 
Krediger das Stehlen, das Morden und andere grobe Siinden verurteilt; 
Das tut ja fchon die Obrigfeit. Ya, das tut jchon unfer eigenes Getviffen. 
Gondern was fagt der Lehrer bon YEfu?2? Darauf fommt 
alles an. 
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b. 8 gibt Prediger, die twenig oder nichts bon Chrijto fagen, fon- 
dern allerlet irdifche Weisheit predigen. Weil fie von Chrijto nicht die 
Wahrheit befennen wollen und fich doch fiirdhten, geradegu mit ihrem 
Unglauben grob herauszufahren, jo umgehen fie die Sache gang und gar. 
Das ijt aber eine grobe Verleugnung Chrijti. Das find falfde Pro- 
pheten, wenn fie auch fonjt die Wahrheit reden. 

c. Sodann gibt e3 auch folche, die gwar bon Chrijto lehren; aber 
twas Tehren fie? Gie fagen, SCfus Chrijtus fet gwar ein fehr guter 
Menfch gewejen, vielleicht der allerbejte Lehrer, den eS je auf Erden ge- 
geben hat, aber er jet nicht der fleifagetwordene Gottesfohn. Vor jolden 
falfdien Lehrern follen tir fliehen, fie meiden, veradten und berur- 
teilen, B. 3. 

d. G3 gibt aber auch Lehrer, die wohl befennen: Ya, SEfus Chri- 
ftus ijt wabrer Gott, er ijt ins Fleifd gefommen, aber fie leugnen, da 
er fiir alle SiindDen genuggetan hat; jie leugnen, da durch fein Leiden 
und Sterben und durd) feinen tatigen Gehorfam Gottes Forderungen an 
un3 Geniige gefchehen ijt und wir von Siinde, Tod und Teufel erloft find. 
Gie leugnen, dak Gott uns da3 jchenft und dak wir es nur durch den 
Glauben annehmen diirfen und follen. Wer dies Leugnet, der raubt 
dem Chrijten jeinen ganzen geijtlicen Reichtum. Vor folchen falfcjen 
Lehrern follen wir un hitten. Der Geijt aus Gott begzeugt: , Glaube an 
den HErrn” uftw., Act. 16,31; Rom. 3, 28. 

Anwendung. Willft du ficer gehen und fabhig fein, die wahren 
Propheten bon den falfchen toohl gu unterfcheiden, fo merfe vor allen 
Dingen auf ihre Lehre von Chrijto. Sit Kern und Stern der Predigt 
NEjus Chrijtus, der Gefreugigte? Lehrt dein Prediger, dak JBEfus 
Chrijtus wahrer Gott von Ciwigfeit ijt und auch wahrer Menjch, von der 
Sungfrau Maria geboren? Begeugt er dir, daB diefer YEjus Chrijtus 
fiir Dich Das Gefeb erfiillt hat, fiir dich am Kreuz geftorben ijt, dich bon 
Tod, Teufel, Siinde, Hille erlojt hat? WBietet er diefe Giiter dir an im 
Wort und im heiligen Saframent? Werfichert er dir, Daf Gott dir diefe 
geijtlichen Reichtiimer fdenft, dak du fie Durch den Glauben allein anz 
nehmen folljt? Dann ijt dein Prediger cin Geijt von Gott. Durch diefe 
Lehre wirjt du ficher gefiihrt durch diefes Leben; durch diefe Lehre twirft 
du ficher gefiihrt durch das finjtere Todestal; durch glaubige Annahme 
Diejer Lehre iwirft du endlich das Himmlifdhe Erbe, das Chrijtus dir er- 
worben hat, in eigen BVefib nehmen. Lied 235, 9. 


2 


Unfer Lert erinnert aber nod an ein anderes Merfmal der falfaen 
Propheten: ihr Verhalten gegen Gottes Wort, ihr Leben und Reden, 
wworin fic) ihre Gefinnung fundgibt. 

a. 8.5.6. Der Sinn der falfchen Lehrer ijt weltlid. Das zeigt 
fich dDarin, dak fie nicht auf Gottes Wort, fondern auf die Welt horen. 
Wir haben in der Heiligen Sdhrift das Wort Gottes. Durch dies Wort 
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redet Gott felbjt mit uns, 2 Petr. 1,21; 1 Ror. 2,13. Mur da3 ijt ein 
rechter Prediger, der mit heiliger Chrfurdht auf die Geilige Schrift hort, 
nur das predigt, was die Heilige Schrift lehrt. 

Wie Chriften follen ja auf GotteS Wort horen; aber die Lehrer 
follen ganz befonders treu bet Gottes Wort bleiben. Das tun jedoch die 
falfden Propheten nicht; die haben ihre eigenen Gedanfen, ihre eigene 
Weisheit, ihr mweltlides Wijfen. Darum vergleiche die Lehre eines jeden 
Predigers mit dem unfehlbaren Gotteswort. Weidht er in irgendeinem 
Stiic von der Schrift ab und beharrt er in diefer feiner Meinung, jo ijt 
er ein faljcher Prophet, den man meiden mug, Jtdm. 16, 17. 

b. Das wird fich auch oft in ihrem Leben und Reden zeigen. ,,Sie 
reden bon der Welt”, wie e3 in unferm Tert heipt. Und darauf folgt: 
»Die Welt hiret fie.” Wir hdren ofters von folchen Predigern, die mit 
hohen Worten und hoher Weisheit der Welt nach der Welt Geliijten 
predigen. Da lauft die Welt hin; die Welt hort fie, 2 Tim. 4,3; 1 Tim. 
1,19; Sef.30,10. Gie predigen nicht Bupe und Vergebung der Siin- 
den und Heiliqung de3 Leben, jondern tweifen auf fich felbft, fuchen ihre 
eigene Ghre, lajjen die Siinder in allerlet Lajtern leben und verfaufen 
ibnen dann die falfche Miingze des Whlajjes oder trojten fie mit der biirz 
gerlichen Chrbarfeit oder riihmen der Siinder Treiben, wenn fie fich nur 
gu ihnen befennen, fie ehren und fie fiittern, Jer.5,31. Der Geijt, der 
aus Gott ijt, predigt dem Siinder Bufe, tie e3 Sohannes der Taufer und 
alle Propheten, wie e3 FEfus und alle Apoftel, mie e3 Luther und alle 
Lehrer aus Gott getan haben. 

Geht, wer finnte hiernach nicht die Geijter priifen? Nach diefen 
Merfmalen haben die erjten Chrijten, ja die fchwachiten Chriften die 
Geijter gepriift. Das wollen wir aud fleifig tun und uns ja vor falfden 
Propheten hiiten. Das find die allergefahrlidjten Menfden auf Erden. 
Wir wollen un treu zu den wahren Lehrern Halten und dies foftliche Gut 
ja {chaben; denn bon diefen twahren Lehrern heift e3: Luf. 10,16. Lied 
av4,.1. Martin S Sommer 


Nennter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
1 Tim. 6, 6—10 


Nede Siinde ijt eine itbertretung des gottlicden Gefjebes und ver- 
Dammt Daher den Menjdjen, Saf. 2,10, wenn er nicht durch Chrijti Slut 
Dabon gereinigt wird. Bede Giinde fann unjere Geligfeit gefabrden; 
Darum Ddiirfen wir feine gering achten und miiffen un3 bor jeder marnen 
laffen. Wher doch miifjen wir vor beftimmten Giinden gang befonders 
und immer tvieder twarnen; fie find entiwweder LicblingSfiinden oder herr- 
fdjen befonders in einer Gegend oder umftricen auch den Chriften febr 
leicht. Gine folde Giinde ift der Geigz. Darum wmwarnt die Schrift fo 
oft und mit fold ernjten Worten vor diefer Siinde; im Neuen Teftament 
a. B. Matth. 6,24 Ff.; Mark. 7,22; Eph. 5,23; Rol. 3,5. Warnende 
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Beifpiele find 3. B. Adan, Gehaji, Judas, Ananias und Sapphira. Mit 
diefen Worten und Veifpielen hat der Heilige Geift nicht nur die Gott- 
fofen im Ginn, fondern er twill aud) die Chrijten ermahnen und twarnen. 
Geine Singer warnt YEjus Luf. 12,15. Dem Gottesfnedht Timotheus 
gilt da Wort: Fleuch foldhes! V.11. Wenn fdjon er dieje Crmahnung 
notig hatte, wieviel mehr dann tir! 


Hiitet end) vor dem Geis! 
1. Borin hbejteht diefe Giinde? 
2. Warum follen wir uns davor Hiiten? 


1 


Wenn unfer alter Adam eine Predigt iiber den Geig anhiren mus, 
verjucht er Den Cindrucé gu verivifchen, indem er allerlei Cintwande bor- 
bringt. Gr meint, wir miikten gugrunde gehen, wenn wir die Ermah- 
nung ernjt nahmen. Darum wollen wir Zuerjt zeigen, twas nicht damit 
gemeint ijt, wenn der HErr uns bor dem Geig warnt. 

Das ijt nicht Geiz, wenn wir mit Wufbietung der Krafte Leibes und 
der Geele arbeiten, um Nahrung und RMleider zu haben, V8. Die 
Arbeit gehort ja zur SchopfungZordnung Gottes, 1 Mtoj.2,15. Gott 
finnte un$ das alle ohne Mittel geben, aber das ijt nicht feine Weife, 
2 Theff.3,8; Spr.12,11; 13,4. Darum gebietet er auch 2 Thejj.3, 
10—12. §%reilic) miifjen wir dabei Pj. 127,1 im Auge behalten..— 
Das ijt nicht Geiz, wenn wir das Unfere gu Rate halten, Spr. 13, 11; 
Noh. 6, 18. — Das ijt nicht Geiz, wenn einer reich ijt, mehr hat, als er 
zum Leben notig hat, 1 Tim. 6,17. Bwar gilt ihm Matth. 19, 23, aber 
ebenfo gewik Mtatth. 19, 26. 

Wenn alfo der alte Adam wahrend der Predigt mit diefen oder 
abnlichen Cintwanden fommt, fo hort nicht auf ihn und lat euch nicht bon 
dem ablenfen, was Gott euch fagen will. 

Was ijt denn der Geiz, vor dem tir uns Hiiten follen? Das zeigt 
un$ B.9a. Das ijt Geiz, wenn man e fich als LebenSziel febt, reich gu 
werden, wenn man irdifcden Befik alS das wertbollfte Gut betradhtet, 
deffen Verlujt das gréfte Ungliic ijt, wenn wir unfer Herg an den Reich- 
tum hangen, Pj. 62, 11. 

Reich werden twollen bedeutet nicht foviel wie ein Millionar fein 
wollen. Das ijt Geiz, wenn man nicht gufrieden ift mit dem, was Gott 
un8 gibt, 8.8. Das ift eine Form de3 Geige3, wenn man immer flagt 
und ungufrieden ijt, obtwohl man gu effen und gu trinfen und ein Dah 
liber Dem Kopf hat. Matth. 6, 31.32. — Das ijt Geiz, wenn man auf 
den ungewiffen Reidtum hofft, V.17, wenn man meint, dak die Zufunft 
fier ftehe, weil man Geld habe, und nur deSiwegen, Luf. 12, 19. 

Der Geig ijt alfo fo recht eine HergenSfiinde, die bon andern oft gar 
nicht erfannt wird und die tir leicht iiberfehen. €3 gilt, die Ermahnung 
deS HErrn gu beadten, denn diefe Siinde ift Hichit gefahrlia. 
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2 

Der Apojtel fagt: ,Die fallen in Verfuchung und Stride.“ Wie 
ein Wild ganz uneriwartet in das Neb des Bagers gerat und fich nicht 
twieder befreien fann, fo wird der Menfd durch den Geig in allerlei Ver- 
fuchungen geloctt, aus denen er fich nicht twieder befreien fann; er twird 
bielmehr des TeufelS und der Siinde Knecht. Soldhe Verfuchungen find 
3. B. Verfaumen de$ Gottesdienftes, Liigen um Getvinnes tvillen, Un- 
barmbergigfeit gegen den Mitmenfden, Diebjtahl, Betrug. 

Daraus folgen viele Liifte, fiindliche Begierden, bofe Triebe, die die 
guten Triebe aus dem Herzen vertreiben. Was der Geigige guerjt nur 
einmal getan, tird bet ihm zur Gelwohnheit. Denfen tir nur an 
viele betriigerifdhe RKniffe im Gefchaft und andere torichte und fdadlice 
Liifte, zu welchen der Geiz, die Geldliebe, den Menfden verfiihrt. Xa, 
Geiz ijt eine Wurzgel alles itbelS; fchadlich und bom bel fiir andere 
Menfchen, da der Geigzige feinem Mitmenjchen fdadet und alle Liebe 
und Gerechtigfeit gegen ifn aus feinem Herzen auSrottet. Wor allem 
fchadet der Geizige fich felbjt. Das gilt fchon in diefem Leben, Pred. 6. 

Der Schade und das itbel Hiren mit diefem Leben nicht auf. Die 
Litjte verfenfen den Menjchen ins BVerderben und Verdammnis. Das 
Ende de3 Geizigen ijt der ewige Tod; denn der Geig ijt Whgotterei, Kol. 
3,5; Matth.6,33 77. Der Geizg und der Glaube fonnen nicht in dem- 
felben Herzen twohnen; tver dem Geiz ergeben ijt, fann nicht mit Wahr- 
heit jagen: Mein FCjus ijt mein grépter Shab. Und ohne FEfum 
fann man nicht felig werden. 

Gerade wir Chrijten haben Urjache, uns bor dem Geiz 3u hiiten. 
B.10b. Derifen wir an Qudas. Cr war nicht der eingige Geizige in 
Der erjten Chriftenheit. Wenn wir immer twieder die Kage Hiren, dap 
Die Kirche und die Synode fo viel Geld fojten, dann merft man, dap 
Ddiefe Worte des Apojtels auch auf die aupere Chriftenheit unferer Lage 
Anwendung finden. Wohl macht am Anfang das Geiwijjen folchen 
Leuten viele Schmerzen, aber leider ertiten viele diefe Stimme und geben 
etvig berloren. 

Hitten wir un3 alfo bor dem Geiz. C3 gilt wachen, flehen, beten. 
Vijt du in diefe3 Nek des Teufels qefallen? Bedenfe, du mut in der 
Kraft Gottes diefe Strice gerreigen. Nimm alfo deine Buflucht gu BCfu, 
Der auch den Geigigen wie einen Brand aus dem Feuer herausreifen 
und fich gu eigen machen fann. Gelig ijt Der Menfch, der YEfum in 
feinem Herzen fiir feinen groften Scab halt. Paul F. KRigHnefe 


Zehuter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Wpoft. 4, 8—20 
Man fiihre den Zufammenhang aus, in dem der Text fteht, und die 
Veranlajfung gu dem herrlichen Beugnis der Apoftel Petrus und Yohan- 
neS bor Dem Hoben Rat. Kap.3 und 4. Von Chrifto gu zeugen, Meiffion 
gu treiben, ift die groke Wufgabe aller Chrijten. Yede Gelegenheit, dies 
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eingeln oder gemeinfdaftlich, perfonlich oder durch andere gu tun, ift 
wabrgunehmen. Gott Lob! feine Obrigkeit berbietet uns das. Gleidh- 
wohl wollen uns Teufel, Welt und befonders unfer Fleifdh dies twehren. 
Die gegentwartige Notlage in unferer Synodalarbeit ijt gum grofen Teil 
parauf guriicfgufiibren. Gott gebe uns Gnade, allen Cintwiirfen und 
Sindernijjen gegeniiber mit den Wpofteln entfdloffen gu erflaren: 


oir finnen’s ja nidt laffen, dap wir nidjt reden follten“ 
1. Gott hat e8 geboten 
2. Das Heil der Welt erfordert unfer Beugni3 


38. Unfer Zeugnis von Chrifto ijt unumftoplid 
wahr 1 


A. %.19 berufen fich die Apoftel auf Gottes Gebot. Frifdh in 
ijrem Gedachtnis war nod die Weifung de3 Heilandes Rap. 1,18; 
Matth. 28, 18—20; Mark. 16,15. Sie fannten auch die vielen Gebote 
Gottes, die er von alterS her durch die Propheten in Verbindung mit 
feinen Verheipungen jeinem Volf gegeben hatte, Bef. 40,9; 43,21; u.a. 
— Dicfe Gebote gelten allen Chrijten bis an das Ende ber Zeiten, 
Matth.28,20b. Sie gelten dir und mir, unferer Gemeinde, unferer 
Synode. Das miiffen tir immer beffer lernen, dak die Miffion nicht in 
unjerer Willfiir fteht, nicht etwwa nur ein iibriges, qutes Werk ijt, fondern 
auf vielen flaren Geboten unjer3 Gottes beruht. Sind wir uns deffen 
gerade auch in diefen Zeiten immer betwuft? 


B. Dic3 Gebot Gottes ftand den Apofteln viel Hoher als alle Men- 
{chengebote und BVerbote, V.19. Ya, Gottes Gebot bildete fiir fie ein 
untwiderjteblides Muz. BV. 20. Freilich nicht ein Mup de3 Zmwanges 
oder fflavifdher Furcdht, fondern ein Mu mwahrer Gottesfurdt und 
inniger Liebe. Gen. 39,9; Yoh. 9,4; 2 Ror. 5,14. — Was bedeutet 
der flare Wille unfers Goties und Heilandes fiir dich und mich, die wir 
feiner Liebe alles Gute gu verdanfen haben fiir Beit und Cwigkeit? 
Doch wahrlich mehr als alles andere. Yn glaubigem Gehorfam gegen 
diefen Willen lakt uns alle Sindernijfe, gerade auch die Cintwiirfe und 
Verbote des erfinderifden bifen Fleifdes und Blutes iiberwwinden und 
fpreden: , Wir fonnen’s ja nicht laffen.” 


2 


A. Chrijtus, der Gefreugigte und Wuferjtandene, war der ganze 
Snhalt der Predigt Petri vor dem Volf im Tempel, Rap. 3, wie aud 
feines Zeugnifje3 vor dDem Rat, VB. 8—12. QEfum C§Hrijtum von Nagaz 
reth befennen die Upojtel, der durd) feine getwaltigen Beiden und Wunder 
und bollends durd feine glorreiche Wuferftehung fraftiglich ertwiefen tar 
al Sohn Gottes, ja den Gott felbft auferwedt und dadurd fic) gu ibm 
und feinem Grlofung3werk befannt hatte. Yn feinem Namen Hatten die 
Apoftel das Wunder an dem Lahmen getan. 

34 
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B. Sn diefem FEjus allein liegt das Heil der Welt, VB. 12. 


a) Obne BEfum fein Geil, feine Seligfeit. Yn GSiinden verlorne 
Menjfden fonnen fich nicht felbjt helfen, Rim. 3. Wer YEfum, den Ed- 
ftein, berivirft, ijt berloren. 


b) Qn dem teuren SCjusnamen ijt Geil. Ex ijt, was fein Name 
befagt: Seiland, Seligmacher. Cr hat durch feinen tatigen und leiden- 
den Gebhorfam die Welt erlojt. Wer im Glauben fein Verdienjt fig 
gueignet, ift gerettet. 


C. Angefichts deffen, was Chrijtus fiir die ganze Siinderiwelt be- 
Ddeutet, fonnen die Apojtel eS nicht lafjen, von ihm gu geugen. Gie felber 
toaren durch Chrijti Cbangelium begnadigte Giinder, Gottes Kinder 
getworden und fonnten eS nun nicht falt und gleidgiiltig mit anfehen, 
dak erlojte Siinder im Angeficht der Rettung ewig fterben und verderben 
follten. Darum B. 20. 


Wnwendung. Wer BV. 12 wirklich von Herzen glaubt, der fann 
eS aud) nicht lajjen, in erbarmender Liebe einer verlornen Welt SEfum 
gu bverfiindigen. Cteht unfer Niffionseifer immer im rechten Cinflang 
mit unferm Sefenntni3: VB. 12? 


3 
RKiihn und entfdlojjen erflaren die WApoftel: BV. 20, weil fie der 
Wahrheit ihres Zeugniffes von Chrijto ganz gewif waren. 


A. Gie waren Wugenz und Obrengeugen dejjen getvefen, was fie 
verfiindigten, B. 20b. 


B. Zu $fingjten waren fie vom Heiligen Geijt befonders erleuchtet 
und ihres Zeugniffes gittlicd) gewig gemacht tworden. 


C. Der Hobe Rat felbjt mute die Wahrheit ibres Beugnifjes an- 
erfennen. Gie fonnten da3 Wunder, und fomit auch die Beweisfraft des 
Wunders nicht in Wbrede jtellen, BV. 14.16. Co fchon Yoh. 11, 47. 48. 


AUniwendung. a) Das Beugnis diefer Augen- und Obren- 
geugen fteht aud uns zur Verfiigung. C3 ijt dDurd Cingebung des 
Heiligen Geiftes niedergefdrieben worden. b) Auch heute nod madt 
uns der Heilige Geijt der Wahrheit des Cvangeliums gittlid geiwif. 
c) Bis auf den heutigen Tag haben die Feinde Chrijti bet allem Scharf- 
finn die Wahrheit nicht umjtoken finnen. Um fo guberfichtlicher und 
ent{dloffener fpredje jeder Chrijt, jede chrijtlige Gemeinde mit Wort 
und Tat: B.20. Wie damals, fo feqnet der erhihte Heiland unfer 
Beugnis gu feiner Chre und gur Rettung vieler teucrerfauften Geelen. 


Wug. F. VSernthal 
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Concerning Conscientious Objectors 


The right of Lutherans to be conscientious objectors in time of 
war was voted unanimously by the executive board of the United 
Lutheran Church in America during its recent meeting in New York 
City. Dr.Frederick H.Knubel, President of the United Lutheran 
Church, presided. 

In a “Statement on the Rights and Duties of the Christian Citizen 
in the Emergencies of War” the executive board expressed its belief 
that “the conscience of the individual, informed and inspired by the 
Word of God, is the final authority in determining conduct.” In accor- 
dance, therefore, with this “principle of freedom of conscience” the 
board recognized “the individual right to conscientious objection to 
service in a war.” 

It was pointed out that this recognition does not necessarily “imply 
the Church’s approval of such conscientious objection but does proclaim 
its devotion and respect for the Scriptural principle of the supreme 
moral responsibility of the individual conscience.” Because the Church 
is “the exponent and defender of Christian principle,” it must “respect 
and safeguard the Christian in his right to the honest exercise of that 
responsibility.” 

The board also pointed to obvious difficulties, “such as the abuse 
of the principle by hypocrites, using conscience as a cloak for 
cowardice.” It was stated, however, that this does not “excuse the 
Church from its sacred obligation of defending the principle at stake.” 
The Church, then, is challenged to exercise special care in judging the 
spirit and motives of those who claim conscientious objection. 

The board made it clear, however, that—in accordance with the 
Church’s confessions — it holds that war may on occasion be justified 
and that then the “Christian citizen is in duty bound to bear arms and 
to offer his life, if need be, in defense of his country.” 

The executive board also voted unanimous commendation of the 
joint protest issued last week by Dr. Knubel and Dr. Emanuel Poppen 
of Columbus, O., President of the American Lutheran Church, in which 
they condemned President Roosevelt’s appointment of Myron C. Taylor 
as a personal representative to the Vatican. 

As a result of the criticism Dr. Knubel, together with a few other 
Protestant Church leaders, was called to Washington for a conference 
with the President. In reporting the result of this conference to the 
executive board, Dr. Knubel repeated President Roosevelt’s assertion that 
this action ought not to be regarded as the initiation of formal diplo- 
matic relationships between the United States and the Vatican. 
Dr.Knubel reported also that he had urged the President to make 
a public declaration of this fact as soon as possible. He was unable, 
however, to give details concerning the President’s plan for peace because 
those who attended the conference were pledged to secrecy. 


N.L.C. Bulletin 
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“Need Not Be Divisive” 


On account of the importance of the discussions going on now in 
our and other circles with respect to the resolutions which the Mis- 
souri Synod in 1938 passed concerning church-fellowship with the 
American Lutheran Church, it is proper that we should submit to our 
readers the concluding remarks of Prof. Martin Graebner, president of 
Concordia College, St. Paul, Minn., in his essay at the Southern Nebraska 
District convention of 1939. The paper dealt with Theses 22, 23, and 24 
of Dr. Walther’s treatise The Evangelical Lutheran Church the True 
Visible Church of God on Earth. Thesis 24 reads: “The Evangelical 
Lutheran Church holds fellowship in confession and charity with all 
at one with it in faith, Eph. 4:3.” Concluding his remarks on this 
proposition as well as his essay in general, Professor Graebner analyzed 
the report of Committee No. 16 as presented to the convention of the 
Missouri Synod in 1938. We here reprint the last section of this analysis. 
In the printed report this section will be found p. 40 ff. 

“This report of Committee No. 16 was discussed in four sessions and 
finally adopted and thus became a part of the synodical resolutions. We 
have already stated that for true unity it is necessary that all parties 
unite in a single declaration. We shall restrict our examination of these 
resolutions to the deviations in doctrine which have been described in 
this report as being not necessarily divisive of church-fellowship. 

“We call attention first to the fact that the report does not say that 
a difference of doctrine is not divisive, but it says, ‘It need not be divisive.’ 
Every false opinion is divisive of church-fellowship if it is held with 
full knowledge of being contrary to the Word of God; but among other- 
wise orthodox Christians it is not divisive of fellowship. That is the cor- 
rect understanding of the phrase ‘need not be.’ Now, then, we ask: 
If the American Lutheran Church really is orthodox in all matters with 
the exception of the points noted, did Synod do right in declaring them 
to be non-divisive of church-fellowship, or did Synod do wrong? 

“We examine first the conversion of the Jews. That opinion is based 
on Rom. 11:25, 26. ‘For I would not, brethren, that ye should be ignorant 
of this mystery, lest ye should be wise in your own conceits, that blind- 
ness in part is happened to Israel until the fulness of the Gentiles be 
come in. And so all Israel shall be saved; as it is written, There shall 
come out of Sion the Deliverer and shall turn away ungodliness from 
Jacob.’ We find no fault with our fathers who declare in Lehre und 
Wehre, 14: ‘Im uebrigen stelle ich diese Annahme von der Interzession 
der Seligen in die Kategorie jener “wunderlichen Meinungen,” wie z. B. 
die von der noch zu hoffenden grossen Judenbekehrung (welche sogar 
noch einen groesseren Schein von Schriftbeweis fuer sich hat als die vor- 
liegende) usw., und sie wird niemand schaden, der nicht Konsequenzen 
daraus zieht. Wer so wie die Apologie, die Schmalkaldischen Artikel, 
wie Chemnitz und Carpzov und die Confessio Wirtenbergensis von Christi 
Amt, Rechtfertigung und den Gnadenmitteln zeugt und glaubt, mag die- 
sen “Traum” immerhin behalten; deshalb ist er doch ein Christ und ein 
Lutheraner.’ We translate as follows: ‘As for the rest, I place the as- 
sumption of the intercession of the saints into the category of those 
queer notions as, for instance, that of the hoped-for great conversion 
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of the Jews, which has an even greater appearance of Scriptural proof 
in its favor than the one before us, etc., and it will harm nobody who 
does not draw consequences out of it. Whoever testifies and believes 
of Christ’s office, of justification and the means of grace as does the 
Apology, the Smalcald Articles, Chemnitz, Carpzov, may, if he desires, 
keep this dream; in spite of that he is still a Christian and a Lutheran.’ 

“The conversion of the Jews is consistently rejected by our synod- 
ical writers, and yet it is called a queer notion and a dream having only 
the appearance of Scriptural proof, and our fathers declared this queer 
notion does not prevent a person from remaining an orthodox Lutheran. 

“We now take up the doctrine concerning the physical resurrection 
of the martyrs. That is a view generally held by millennialists, and if 
any one draws from such doctrine of the resurrection of the martyrs 
the doctrine of the millennium, then he ceases to be a Lutheran theo- 
logian. We are speaking of people who reject the doctrine of the millen- 
nium and yet feel that the Holy Scriptures teach the resurrection of 
martyrs. Our committee declares that to be contrary to the doctrine 
of the general resurrection of the dead. It states that, if any one should 
hold that view, it would not deprive him of his status as an orthodox 
Lutheran Christian. We do know that, although there is only one 
resurrection of the dead, yet we learn from Scripture that at the death 
of Christ many graves of the saints gave up their dead, that God, there- 
fore, actually did resurrect some of His saints before the general resur- 
rection of the dead. We shall furthermore find no fault with any one 
who, for instance, will claim that Moses has been resurrected from the 
dead, as it would appear from his appearance on the Mount of Trans- 
figuration. No one will, therefore, deny that God has resurrected some 
saints and no one will deny that He also has the power to do so in the 
future. And since God has already resurrected some saints, this goes 
to prove that the resurrection of some at an earlier time is not in con- 
flict with the doctrine of the general resurrection of the dead. This 
declaration, then, simply states that, if some one should wish to believe 
on the basis of Rev. 20:4 that God may do again what He did once, and 
if such person from such viewpoint does not draw consequences in 
conflict with Bible doctrines, he may still be regarded as an orthodox 
Lutheran theologian. Again we can find no fault with that statement. 

“The fourth point, concerning the time in which the thousand years 
of Rev. 20 are fulfilled, has already been dealt with above. 

“And finally we come to the point in the doctrine concerning the 
Church. In distinction from the other points, this point refers to a fun- 
damental doctrine. If this expression ‘the visible side of the Church’ 
were permitted to remain unexplained, some think it might give occasion 
to foster false doctrine, such as the Romanizing teaching which repre- 
sents the Church as an external religious or social institution. 

“The Declaration of the American Lutheran Church, however, ac- 
cepts the doctrine of the Church as the invisible community of saints 
and would sanction the expression ‘the visible side of the Church’ only 
if by this visible side nothing else is meant than the use of the means 
of grace. We call the use of the means of grace a mark of the Church. 
And now some call it a visible side of the Church. They substitute for 
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an expression that cannot be misunderstood one that may be misunder- 
stood, and we therefore believe that the use of this expression should 
be dropped for that reason. On the other hand, if any man firmly be- 
lieves the correct doctrines of the Church and then makes use of the 
expression ‘visible side of the Church’ with the explanation here given, 
we cannot find fault with the committee in declaring that a difference 
in this point need not be divisive of church-fellowship when properly 
understood. It is better to use different language to mean the same thing 
than to use the same language with different interpretations. We be- 
lieve, however, that, since the expression ‘a visible side of the Church’ 
may be misunderstood, and since there has been controversy concerning 
the doctrine of the Church, at least with some of the synods that now 
constitute the American Lutheran Church, therefore the use of this ex- 
pression should be discontinued and a declaration should be arrived at 
which all parties can subscribe to. This is in harmony with the resolu- 
tion of Synod as above stated. 

“In this connection it is well once more to call attention to the fact 
that the report of Committee No.16 did not attempt to rush the Synod 
into a union but distinctly recommended in No. 2 ‘that Synod declares 
that the Brief Statement of the Missouri Synod, together with the 
Declaration of the representatives of the American Lutheran Church 
and the provisions of this entire report of Committee No.16 now being 
read and with Synod’s actions thereupon, be regarded as the doctrinal 
basis for future church-fellowship between the Missouri Synod and the 
American Lutheran Church.’ 

“Synod is further on record as resolving that endeavors should be 
made to establish full agreement on the four points of non-fundamental 
doctrines above referred to; that concerning ‘the visible side of the 
Church’ uniform and Scripturally acceptable terminology and teaching 
should be attained; that the establishing of church-fellowship will depend 
on the action taken by each body with reference to the Brief Statement, 
the Declaration of the representatives of the American Lutheran Church, 
and the report of Committee No. 16 as adopted by Synod; that the 
establishing of church-fellowship will depend also on the establishing of 
doctrinal agreement between the American Lutheran Church and those 
church-bodies with which it is now in fellowship; and, as far as the Mis- 
souri Synod is concerned, this whole matter must be submitted for 
approval to the other synods constituting the Synodical Conference. It 
has also been made very plain in these resolutions that for true unity 
we need not only doctrinal agreement but also agreement in practice, 
in which connection the resolutions mention the lodge evil, pulpit- and 
altar-fellowship, and all forms of unionism. It must be admitted by any 
fair-minded and unbiased reader of these resolutions that Committee 
No.16 and Synod, which adopted this report, did not attempt to rush 
Synod into a union, but that these resolutions contain all necessary safe- 
guards and should be assented to, and approved by, all of us. 

“In summary, we believe that the synodical resolutions have steered 
clear of the Scylla of unionism on the one side and the Charybdis of 
separatism on the other side and-that they constitute a sound and con- 
servative basis for fellowship in the Lutheran Church.” 
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Children’s Confirmation Classes. —In the American Lutheran (April, 
1940) Dr. O.A.Geiseman offers two editorials which, we believe, should 
be studied carefully by all pastors in our Synod. The first suggests that 
adult-membership classes ought to be given opportunity to receive 
instruction on Sunday, either on Sunday mornings at the Sunday- 
school hour, or on Sunday afternoons. The suggestion is certainly worth 
considering. More important still is what Dr.Geiseman says with regard 
to children’s confirmation classes. He writes: “With Pentecost Sunday 
practically all children’s confirmation classes will again have concluded 
their work of preparation and will have been received into the com- 
municant membership of the Church. If our observations are at all 
correct, then it would appear as though parents are in increasing 
numbers becoming worried lest their children be given too much Chris- 
tian training and instruction. The average child of today finds its life 
almost as badly atomized as is that of its parents. It flits from one 
interest or activity to another. It is being rushed hither and yon by 
its school-work and its participation in extra-curricular activities, which 
embrace music, athletics, dramatic art, esthetic dancing, scouting, play, 
social activities, and the like. Parents realize, of course, that such 
a high-pressure program for their children has its defects, and they 
are afraid that their children will be crowded beyond endurance. They 
know that their boys and girls need religion, and they are eager to 
have them receive the necessary instruction. The mean while, however, 
they are also greatly troubled lest their children should lose out on 
something which looks like an earthly advantage or lest they should 
be crowded with work beyond the limits of their physical endurance. 
Because of this they often believe that an abbreviated course of religious 
instruction would prove to be at least a partial solution of the child’s 
difficulties. If the experiences of other pastors are like unto our own, 
they are asked each year by anxious mothers whether their child must 
take two years of instruction by way of preparing for confirmation. 
Such a question is often not intended to show contempt for Christian 
training but is rather to be understood in the light of parental concern 
about lightening the load of the child. If parents want to know whether 
a child must take two years of instruction, the answer, of course, is ‘No’; 
for the Bible nowhere says that this is the required period of time. 
While there is no ‘must’ in this matter, yet nothing ought to be left 
undone to bring the parents to the conviction that they ought to desire 
and require the very fullest and best kind of instruction which their 
children might be given. It is our personal view that this can be achieved 
much better by counseling with the individual parents than by estab- 
lishing laws and regulations. [Italics our own.] Christian parents can 
and should be shown without much difficulty that they ought to be 
more than eager to accept not the least but the most instruction for their 
boys and girls, even as they would certainly prefer a two-year free 
scholarship in a school of music or a college to a one-year free scholar- 
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ship for their children in such institutions. If our Church is to be 
strong in the future and the children of today are not to be overwhelmed 
by the complexities of modern life and drawn away from the church, 
then it is inescapably essential that we give our children the very best 
training we are capable of giving them under the particular circum- 
stances in which we may be doing our work.” 

What we regard as especially commendable in this editorial is the 
winsome approach to the often very serious problem of parental resis- 
tance to a two-year course of Christian instruction for their children, 
which, as Dr. Geiseman rightly says, is often motivated not by any con- 
tempt for God’s Word but by honest concern about the physical endur- 
ance of the children. But if there must be any educational unloading, 
let it not be in the field of Bible instruction but somewhere else; and 
let Christian parents realize that it is not an irksome duty but a valuable 
prerogative for Christian children to receive a “two-year free scholar- 
ship” in Christian education. Christian education is similar to prayer, 
which certainly is a duty, inasmuch as God has commanded it. But, 
oh, what a privilege it is to carry everything to God in prayer, and what 
a privilege it is to sit at Jesus’ feet and hear His Word! J.T.M. 


Lodge Articles Make a Deep Impression. — Evangelist John R. Rice’s 
articles “Lodges Examined by the Bible,” published in the Sword of the 
Lord (201 E. 10th St., Dallas, Tex.) and now being printed for pamphlet 
use, have made a deep impression on many who read them, if we may 
believe a report to that effect in the issue of March 15, 1940. Dr. Rice 
says: “Lodge people have read the articles, sometimes with bitter 
resentment. Dallas lodge-members got out an anonymous circular, 
slandering the editor and trying to disrupt the work and organize people 
against any preacher who might come to Dallas and oppose the lodges.... 
But almost all the response is favorable, more than we could foresee. 
From many, many sources come pleas that we print in pamphlet form 
these messages. In two days, for example, there were eight letters from 
Lutheran pastors, and many others have come since from Lutherans and 
Christians of many other faiths. Best of all, we have received word 
from many who are quitting the lodges.” One of these writes: “I had 
about the same experience as you did in the lodge. I spent good money 
to get in that I might make some gain, but the first night one man 
came to me and said, ‘Now, isn’t this better than church?’ I was not 
saved at that time [he was not yet a believing Christian], but that turned 
me against lodges. All that you have written about lodges is true. 
I praise God for your courage. Keep up the good work.” Another 
writes: “I have been reading your articles on the lodges with great 
interest, and I surely can see the fallacy in a Christian’s belonging 
to a lodge. I myself am a thirty-second degree Mason and can under- 
stand what you have been talking about. The main reason I took the 
higher degrees in Masonry was that I was troubled in soul and therefore 
thought that perhaps I would find something that would give me 
ease of conscience. I had been doubting my salvation as to whether 
I had ever been saved or ever could be. I imagined I had committed 
the unpardonable sin and everything else imaginable. I was told that 
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there was greater light in taking the higher degrees. This I did. 
But I did not find that something for which I was yearning. Masonry 
does not tell any one about Jesus Christ. It does not point men to the 
Cross of Christ where they can find peace of soul and mind. Brother 
Rice, may God’s richest blessing be on your ministry, yourself, and 
family!” Of the pamphlet Evangelist Rice says: “The article is now 
in the hand of publishers, and we hope it will be printed soon. It will 
make a pamphlet of one hundred or more pages, will be printed on 
good paper and with a nice colored cover. As soon as possible we will 
announce the publication and begin to scatter it to the thousands who 
are waiting for it.” The article closes with the encouraging words: 
“God is with plain preaching. He will bless the man who risks every- 
thing just to preach exactly what the Holy Spirit lays on his heart 
to be true to the Bible and to win souls from Satan. You may suffer 
some, but if you suffer in Jesus’ name, you will see good fruit for your 
labor. Be true to the Bible, and the God of the Bible will be true to you.” 

Owing to a misunderstanding of a report in the Sword of the Spirit 
the undersigned recently stated in Der Lutheraner that also Dr. H. A. 
Ironside, pastor of the Moody Memorial Church, Chicago, was a Mason. 
Dr. Ironside now writes: “I have never been a member of any lodge 
in all my life. I thought my stand against these secret oath-bound 
orders was well known, as I have declared myself again and again 
regarding the unscripturalness of a Christian’s joining them. The 
Christian Cynosure has published a statement from me telling ‘Why I Am 
Not a Lodge Member,’ which has been widely circulated.” We are 
glad to publish this letter, not only in fairness to Pastor Ironside, but 
also because of his clear personal witness against lodges. We are still 
more glad that the Moody people not only see the incongruity between 
lodge-membership and Christian church-membership but also have the 
courage to witness against secret oath-bound societies. Our own testi- 
mony against the antichristian lodges ought to be all the more emphatic. 

J.T. M. 

Is the Pope the Antichrist? — Let America answer. It publishes in 
the issue of April 27 an article by Father Bertrand Weaver, C. P., of 
St. Gabriel’s Monastery, Brighton, Mass., entitled: “By What Authority 
does the Pope Command?” from which we quote the following: “Today, 
the Papacy is the cynosure of the world.... We are living at a time 
when a non-Catholic columnist who has a potential reading public 
of eight or ten millions will not hesitate to write of the first encyclical 
of Pius XII: ‘Pius XII has brought to bear upon our age understanding 
born of faith. ... His words point the way to the synthesis that the 
human mind is seeking everywhere between individual freedom and social 
discipline, between liberty and authority.’ Gratifying as it is to read 
this forthright statement by Dorothy Thompson, it is necessary to empha- 
size that it is incalculably weakened by her leaving unasked and un- 
answered the question that alone gives the key to the encyclical, the 
question that the Jews proposed to our Lord: ‘By what authority doest 
Thou these things?’ Who have given Thee this authority? ... The 
most unreasonable of all attitudes toward the Papacy is that of neutrality. 
The Pope is either the supreme head of Christendom, the infallible 
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teacher of infallible truth, the successor of St.Peter and the vicar of 
Christ on earth, or he is an impostor with whom no respectable person 
should have dealings. You can no more be neutral toward the Pope 
than you can be neutral toward Christ, although many persons who 
call themselves Christians are attempting this neutrality, with disastrous 
consequences to the Christianity that they profess. ‘He that is not with 
Me is against Me’ is as true of Christ’s vicegerent as it is of Christ 
Himself. ... To the Macaulays of this generation” (Macaulay “wrote 
his classic panegyric on the endurance of the Papacy in 1840”) “we can 
propose the kind of dilemma that our Lord proposed to those who 
questioned His credentials. We can say: The Papacy, whence is it? 
from heaven or from men? If they answer that it is from heaven, we 
must ask them why they have not submitted to it. But if they say 
that it is from men, we find it necessary to ask them to explain the 
miracle by which a purely human institution has never fallen into error 
or contradiction on any essential question of faith and morals during 
nineteen centuries of turbulent history. And when they have explained 
that miracle, we must ask them to explain another. How does it 
happen that that institution which has endured ruthless and bloody 
persecution in almost every country, and whose extinction is ardently 
desired by numberless persons of every class, possesses, after these 
hundreds of years, the allegiance of one out of every five human beings 
on earth?” 

One more quotation: “Furthermore, if they insist on believing 
that the Papacy is from men, they must hold it to be a fraud of gigantic 
proportions; for no merely human institution could claim without 
deceit the absolute spiritual authority that the Papacy claims for itself. 
And then they must tell us how this fraudulent thing, which works 
in the light of day and which for all these centuries has undergone the 
most careful scrutiny, has escaped detection and exposure. It is 
inconceivable that a fraud of world-wide proportions could endure for 
2,000 years. And if some say that the Papacy has been exposed, we 
must reply that very few seem really convinced by the pretended 
exposure; for no government in the world receives from those who do 
not give it formal allegiance the sincere honor and respect that non- 
Catholics in general give the Papacy, and the number of those who 
are taking the road to Rome is a phenomenon to challenge the attention 
of the world.” 

Father Weaver would surely have been amazed if he had read the 
News Bulletin of Jan. 5 to find that in a pronouncement protesting 
against the appointment of Mr.Taylor as the personal representative 
of President Roosevelt to the Vatican two Lutheran leaders used the 
expression: “The Pope is God’s servant.” Father Weaver would have 
to tell these Lutherans that they are unreasonable. The Pope is either the 
supreme head of Christendom, the infallible teacher of spiritual truth, 
or he is an impostor with whom no respectable person should have 
dealings. No man who rejects the claim of the Pope that he is infallible 
and the ruler of the Church can call him God’s servant. Lutherans, who 
believe that the Papacy was not instituted by God but is of men, must 
hold it to be a fraud of gigantic proportions. Father Weaver cannot 
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understand how men can call the perpetrator of this gigantic fraud 
God’s servant. 

Is the Pope the Antichrist? The Catholics cannot understand how 
men who sincerely believe that justification, salvation, is by grace alone 
can deny that. The Catholic theologian Kiefi of Germany tells them 
that, if Luther’s fundamental doctrine, salvation by grace alone, is true, 
the Catholic Church must be the work of the devil and the Pope, as 
vicar of Christ, the Antichrist. See Conc. Theol. Monthly, II, p. 241. 

Father Weaver wants to know how the Papacy, if it is nothing but 
a fraud of gigantic proportions, could endure so long and command 
the allegiance of so many. Luther has given him the answer long ago. 
See Volume XVIII, p. 1528f. Father Weaver may not have access to 
this writing of Luther. But some of our readers may look it up and 
study it. E. 

American Lutheran Educational Conference. — About seventy edu- 
cators and administrators representing forty Lutheran colleges, semi- 
naries, and junior colleges of the United Lutheran Church and the 
American Lutheran Conference assembled in Philadelphia on January 7 
for the 27th annual session of the National Lutheran Educational Con- 
ference. The general theme of the conference, which lasted until 
January 9, was “Vital Fronts in Christian Higher Education.” 

In his opening address on Monday morning, January 8, the president 
of the conference, Dr.E.J.Braulick of Wartburg College, treated the 
subject “Changing Frontiers,” in which he urged that a “Christ-centered 
culture” be maintained at Christian higher schools. Dean Minton Klein- 
top of Wagner College, New York, read a paper on “The Home Front,” in 
which he emphasized the need of a more careful selection of faculty 
members who would not intentionally or ignorantly snipe at fundamental 
Christian doctrines and ideals in their classes. This talk concluded the 
first discussion division entitled “The Christian Culture Front.” 

In his official report the secretary-treasurer of the conference, 
Dr.H. J. Arnold, president of Hartwick College, called upon the members 
“to keep the living Christ in higher education.” At the opening 
business session the question “Should colleges and seminaries of the 
Missouri Synod be invited to membership?” was introduced and then 
referred to a special committee for study and recommendation. 

At the afternoon session representatives of the publicity department 
of the various colleges participated in a panel discussion on “How Develop 
More Effective Methods of Promotion and Publicity for Our Colleges.” 
In the evening an open forum was held on “The Christian Church and 
Democracy,” which was led by Dr. Nathan Melhorn, editor of the 
Lutheran. This aroused considerable interest and spirited debate, but 
the outcome was a lack of agreement on such questions as “the definition 
of democracy,” “whether the doctrine of separation of Church and 
State was really a Lutheran doctrine,” “whether religious minorities were 
controlling the nation,” “whether the failure of democracy would be 
a sign that Christianity had failed the people,’ and “whether we will 
pass on to the next generation as much freedom as we received.” 

The theme of the session on Tuesday morning was “Spiritual Welfare 
Front.” President T. F.Gullixson, Luther Seminary, St.Paul, Minn., pre- 
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sided over this session. Dr.C.E.Krumholz, Secretary of Welfare of the 
National Lutheran Council, spoke on “College and Seminary Training 
in Lutheran Welfare Leadership.” He stressed the importance of 
thorough courses in welfare leadership and institutional administration 
and severely criticized a hit-or-miss method in developing leaders in 
church social work. He said: “Seminary students should receive 
sufficient clinical work as to make them aware of good scientific prac- 
tices in community welfare.” 

The Rev. Martin Schroeder of Lincoln, Nebr., then addressed the 
meeting on “The Need of a Faithful and Persevering Ministry to the 
Dispossessed in Rural Communities.’ He deplored the heavy losses 
suffered by the Lutheran Church in poor communities and said that 
the Pentecostal churches were profiting. He charged that many a 
minister cannot speak the language of the poor because he does 
not know the lives of the poor and that poverty and the Lutheran Church 
do not mix. To minister effectively to the dispossessed and the suffering 
poor is a matter of adjustment and sacrifice. He urged the seminaries 
to return more candidates to rural communities and warned that rural 
people do not want ministers who look upon rural charges merely 
as stepping-stones to something better. 

Dr. Bertha Paullsen of Wagner College, an authority on welfare work 
in Europe, said that a recent survey revealed that there are 10,000 
unchurched Lutherans in upper Manhattan. In closing the discussion, 
Dr. Gullixson stated that “no man can minister to another in spiritual 
things across an economic abyss” and urged the delegates to study the 
noun “poor” in Holy Scripture and pressed the question, “Who shall 
preach the Gospel to the Lutheran poor?” 

In the closing session reports were given by the “Committee on 
Research on the Status of Personnel Service in the Lutheran Colleges.” 
The convention adopted a threefold program for the next year, calling 
for an achievement course in every Lutheran college, giving orientation 
tests for achievement, accomplishment, and enrolment mortality. 

In the annual election Dr.J.C.Kinard of Newberry College was 
chosen president of the conference, and Dr. Arnold was reelected secre- 
tary-treasurer. It was decided unanimously to extend a _ courteous 
invitation to the colleges and seminaries of the Missouri Synod. 

E. H. Benrens 

Southern Presbyterians Still Opposing Church Union. — According 
to the Christian Beacon (March 21,1940, “Bible Presbyterian” periodical) 
there are still elders in the Southern Presbyterian Church conservative 
enough to demand that the “Committee on Cooperation and Church 
Union of the Southern Presbyterian Church be continued and that the 
Southern Church state its own terms of union with the North.” In the 
plea the following two matters are emphasized: “Any form of union, 
organic or federal, which could properly be called union, would bring 
about a mingling and a fusion of the two doctrinal currents now existent 
in the bodies and represented in the beliefs of their ministers. The 
Northern Church has in it, in high places, outstanding and blatant 
unbelievers. This alone should deter any true Christian Church from 
any kind of union with such a body until the unbelievers are removed 
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and the sin of harboring them is confessed. Many a woman will testify 
that the time to reform a man is before marriage, not afterward. The 
real question at stake in these union discussions is: ‘How serious do 
the men of the South consider doctrinal unsoundness in a Church?’ 
If they do not consider it a serious impediment to union with the North, 
then they do not consider doctrine very essential to their own fellowship, 
and this only serves to make us realize the condition of the Southern 
Church itself. Again, union is in the air. Centralization and control from 
the top appear to be the order of the day in the Church. Any loose 
federal union which might be consummated, if such were possible, would 
soon result, after a few years of operation, in a strengthened, centralized 
authority. Notice the so-called Federal Council of Churches of Christ 
in America. It is supposed to be a loosely federated group, and yet, when 
it issues its pronouncements, it does so in the name of the millions of 
members which it claims to represent. But the most serious aspect 
of this ‘union in the air’ attitude is that any step of union with the 
South and the North is only the first step. It is merely the beginning. 
The cry is for a united Christian Church to fulfil, in the opinion of 
the leaders, the prayer of Christ ‘that they may be one, even as We 
are one. This interpretation of that prayer, of course, we believe is 
wrong. But any step toward union is only the first step, and any man 
who realizes the condition in Protestantism in America must recognize 
this, or else he is blind. Sad and tragic — Protestantism wants to imitate 
Rome! It feels that it must have one voice representing all the people. 
Union is more important than the doctrine of Christ. One man said he 
believed Christ was more interested in seeing churches united in one 
testimony than in having the ministers believe in His virgin birth.” 
It is gratifying that the Christian Beacon calls attention to the fact that 
John 17:11 b, as here applied, is really a misinterpretation of the words of 
Christ. As Luther already pointed out, they refer not to any unity 
of mind and sentiment nor even primarily to the unity of faith, but to the 
unio mystica in Christ, which all believers possess and enjoy, and of 
which St. Paul speaks in 1 Cor. 10:17 and 12:12, 13. Luther writes: 
“Christus spricht ja nicht also, dass sie einen Willen oder Verstand haben, 
wie sie hineintreiben, wiewohl das auch wahr ist, dass die Christen alle 
eines Glaubens, Liebe, Verstands und Sinnes seien, als die einen 
Christum, Geist und Glauben haben. ... Aber er redet hier nicht 
von der Einigkeit, die da heisst eine Gleichheit, sondern setzt die 
Worte also, ut sint unum, dass sie ein Ding seien und also ein Ding 
wie der Vater und ich, also dass es vom Wesen gesagt sei [italics our 
own] und viel weiter deute denn einerlei Mut und Sinn haben. Was 
aber das eine oder einerlei Ding sei, werden wir nicht sehen noch 
greifen, sondern muessen’s glauben. Es ist aber nichts anderes, denn 
das Paulus 1 Kor.10:17 und 12:12 und an mehr Orten sagt, dass wir 
Christen alle ein Leib sind; wie nun der Leib ein Ding ist und heisst, 
so heisst die ganze Christenheit ein Leib oder ein Kuche, nicht allein 
der einigen oder gleichen Gedanken, sondern vielmehr des einigen 
Wesens halben.” (Italics our own. St. L. ed., VIII, 804 ff.) Again: “Also 
meint’s nun Christus hier auch, dass seine Christen sollen also anein- 
ander hangen, dass sie ganz ein einig Ding und ein unzertrennter Leib 
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seien und bleiben, gleichwie er und der Vater eines sind. Das ist nicht 
allein ein Sinn und Wille, sondern ein ganz einig, unzertrennt Wesen.” 
(Ibid.) And: “Durch das Wort werden wir Christo eingeleibt, dass 
alles, was er hat, unser ist und wir uns sein annehmen koennen als 
unsers eigenen Leibes; wiederum auch er alles, was uns widerfaehrt, 
sich annehmen muss, dass uns weder Welt, Teufel noch kein Unglueck 
schaden noch ueberwaeltigen kann; denn es ist keine Gewalt auf 
Erden so gross, die wider diese Einigkeit etwas vermoege.” Briefly 
expressed, it may also be said that Christ here prays that His disciples 
and those who shall believe on Him through their word (17:20) might 
through faith, by virtue of His efficacious Word, be preserved in the 
communio sanctorum (so also Luther), which is the one body of Christ, 
Eph.1:23. Nowhere in the sacerdotal prayer is there any indication 
that Christ in this great intercession had in mind any external union 
of professing Christians. J.T.M. 
Die adhte Tagung der Luther-Afademie in SonderShaufen. Bn der 
»dbheologifden Quartalfdrift” (Yahrg. 37, Mr. 2) verdffentlict D. PB. Peters, 
jebt Brofeffor am Seminar der Chriv. Synode von Wisconfin u. a. Staaten, 
in ThienSville, Wis., einen langeren Bericht iiber die achte Tagung der 
Luther-Wfademie in GonderShaujen, die er lebten Sommer vom 6.—20. 
Wuguit mit P. Martin Hein bejuchte. Der Bericht ware e3 wert, daB er 
hier gang abgedrucét wiirde, eben weil er auf fo vielerlei aus den Verhand- 
fungen fo duperft verftandnisvoll eingeht und dagu treffliche Bemerfungen 
liefert. Cinberufen tar die Wfademie von Prof. D. Carl Stange aus Gat- 
tingen; gugegen twaren Bertreter aus viergehn verfdhiedenen Volfern, unter 
ignen auch P.D. Hei und Prof. Dr. Tappert aus der U.L.C.A,, die iiber 
Themata aus der Gefchichte der lutherijchen Kirde in Wmerifa redeten. Das 
Hauptreferat lieferte Prof. D. Rygren aus Lund, Sehtweden, iiber _,,die 
GEthif der Rechtfertiqung”, cin giweites Prof. D. Rejevsfy aus Finnland iiber 
ydie Rechtfertiqungslehre der lutherifchen Dogmatifer”. Hiergu bemerft 
D. Feters: ,Hier war Gelegenheit gegeben gu zeigen, wie da3 Luthertum in 
Deutjchland, trokdem e3 fich dort um feinen Sprachentwedfel handeln fann, 
oft unlutherijden Stromungen tweichen mup, wie aber die Fortdauer de3 
Luthertums als rechte Lehre lebten Endes von der Gnade Gottes abhange, 
ohne dak DeStvegen in Vergefjenheit geraten darf, welch eine Bedeutung die 
Ddeutfche Sprache alS Scheide fiir die lutherijche Lehre einnimmt. Go wurde 
man auch in dDiefem Zujammenhang der Vedeutung, die die Gemeindejchule 
in UWmerifa zur Veibehalting der deutfden Sprache gehabt hat, vollends 
gerecht.“ Bu den tweiteren Themen und Vortragen (e.g. ,,Die flavifdje 
Leidensmpftif und das Meyfterium der dhrijtlicjen Pajfion”, ,Der Leidende 
Chriftus und das Problem de$ Leiden3”: Oberpfarrer D. VB. Griiner und 
Prof. D. Yrjo J. ©. Wlanen, Heljinfi) bemerft D. Peter3: ,,Unfere Erfahrung 
innerhalb der giwei Wodhen war Ddiefe, daR uns twohl feine Sfumenijde 
Tagung eine folche Fille von nachhaltigen Cindriiden gu geben und gu 
hinterlajjen vermocjt hatte alS nun gerade die Tagung der Luther-Wfa- 
demic.” Ferner: ,,Die ftudierende Yugend will 3. GB. die endlofen Wus- 
fiihbrungen der hoheren Kritif itber alt- und neuteftamentlide Quellen nicht 
mehr mit anhiren. Theologie will fie horen und twenigften3 eine Theologie, 
Die e3 ihr ermdglicht, mit den Problemen der Beit in ettwwas fertig 3u twerden. 
... So war e3 ein Beichen der Beit, dak wir auf diefer Tagung Theologen 
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horten, die fich einerfeits durch griindlides Wijfen hervortaten, anderer- 
jeit8 aber auch auf die Hauptfragen der Theologie eingingen. Yn Ddiefer 
Ginficht geichneten fic) die deutfden Theologen durch ihre Griindlicdfeit 
und Wiffenfhaftlichfeit immer noch vor den meiften ihrer auslandijden 
Rollegen aus.“ 

Vor allem wicdhtig erfdien un aber ein anderes, namlid: ,Trok aller 
Rorreftur, die an der TBheologie vorgenommen wird, ftehen Theologen in 
Deutfehland immer noch unter dem ftarfen Cindrud der Leiftungen bon Ge-z 
lehrten wie Harnad, RN. Seeberg und Troltjd....“ ,,AlS eine fehr widhtige 
Vorlejung in der gangen Reihe der Vorlefungen und Vortrage diefer Tagung 
ift die bon Oberpfarrer Thompfon, Pernau (Cjtland), iiber ,Geilige Schrift 
und Offenbarung‘ gehaltene angufehen, umjomehr, da er die gange Frage 
ber Snfpiration aufrollte. Der Vortragende jelber fhwamm gang und gar 
in bem Fabhrwajfer Barthfdher Mheologie und liek iiberhaupt nicht eine Yn- 
fpiration de gefchriebenen Worts gelten. Bei diefem Vortrag fonnte man 
auf die Wusfprace gefpannt fein. Yn ihr twurde feitenS eines deutiden 
Theologen befonder3 darauf Gewicht gelegt, dak da3 eigentlide Problem 
pon dem BVortragenden nicht beriihrt worden fei. Diefes Problem — fo 
wurde ausgefiihrt — finde feinen Wusdrucf in der Tatfache, dak der eine 
faltige Chrijt die Bibel Wort fiir Wort als GotteS Wort betradhte und den 
Theologen giwinge, an diefe gegebene Tatjache angufniipfen. Leider verlief 
die Wusfprache fchon wegen ZeitmangelZ unbefriedigend. Gie verriet aber 
mehr alS alle3 andere, dag man nicht gewillt war, die Frage nach der Buz 
fpiration Der Gehrift von der Schrift felber beantiworten gu laffen. Dem 
deutfchen Theologen ift die ganze Frage nach der Snjpiration die nad einem 
Problem, das er mit feinem theologijdhen Denfen gu meiftern jucht. Oder 
jagen wir e3 fo: e3 Drangen fich feinem theologifden Denfen die Schiwierig- 
feiten auf, Die Die Frage nach der Ynfpiration hervorruft; dod fann er 
fich nicht einfaltig unter das Wort der Schrift ftellen, um Ddiefer Frage ge- 
recht gu werden, twie e3 nun einmal der einfaltige Chrift tut. Lange ehe 
e3 gu der Ausiprache iiber diejen Vortrag, der gegen Ende der Tagung ge- 
halten twurde, gefommen war, wurden fdon bon den Teilnehmern der 
Tagung in Privatgefpracden iiber die Ynjpirationsfrage Meinungen ausge- 
taujeht. Und e3 foll nicht unerwahnt bleiben, da von Profefjoren, Paftoren 
und Laien die Frage nach der Ynjpiration immer iwieder aufgeworfen worden 
ijt, wenn aud die Verbalinfpiration, mie fie von den 
alten Dogmatifern gelehrt wird, fiir iberwunden erz 
flart wurde [bon un3 unterjtriden]. Denno) fdeute man fic) nicht, 
das Wort BVerbalinfpiration’ gu gebrauden, um da3 ,Problem‘ in feiner 
gangen Tragtweite hervorguheben. Wir fonnten den Cifer, mit dem man 
fich mit dDiefer Frage befdhaftigte, um fo eher fennen lernen, teil tir einigen 
Teilnehmern an diefer Tagung fchon von vornherein al3 folche befannt 
Maren, Die an der Lehre von der Verbalinfpiration fefthielten. ... Wie 
fehr un3 aber das Fefthalten an diefer Lehre von denen trennt, die fie 
fallen gelajfen haben, da8 wurde uns offenbar, al in einer Sffentliden 
Wusfprace der Unterfdhied gwifdhen den Lutherijden Kirchenforpern in 
Umerifa eben dadurch gefenngcichnet wurde, dah der eine Kirdhenforper an 
der Lehre der alten Dogmatifer von der Verbalinjpiration fefthalte, mah- 
rend der andere diefe Lehre nidjt fiihre.... Und aud in einem Gefprad, 
das ich mit den betreffenden Theologen iiber diefe Frage fiihrte, famen mir 
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Die Unterfdjiede, die die verfdhiedene Stellungnahme gu diefer Lehre her- 
borruft, wohl wie nod) nie gum Betwuptfein. Wie fehr jie aber die gange 
Geelforge gu gefahrden bermogen, twurde mir aus einer Semerkung eines fin- 
nifden Theologieprofefjfors Har, der uns die Verhalinifje in Finnland fdil- 
Derte, two die ftudierende Jugend, die die Bibel nicht anders als twortlid 
bom SHeiligen Geift eingegebenes Buch fennt, von ihren Profefforen aber 
weif, Dak fie alle anders ftehen, von vornberein in eine nicht geringe Wn- 
fechtung gerat. Das ift in der Tat das Schwertwiegende, um nidt gu 
fagen daS Problem, dak der einfaltige Chrift an der Bibel als an Gottes 
Wort fefthalt, der ,gelehrte‘ Theolog aber diefe Lehre in Wbrede ftellt.“ 

Michtig ijt auch, was D. Peters weiter fchreibt: ,,Dieje gebrochene 
Stellung gur Schrift liegt einer gebrochenen Stellung gur Lehre als folcher 
gugrunde. Mun fragt e3 fich, wie tveit die Cinftellung des deutichen Theo- 
logen gur Heiligen Schrift diefes Pringip bei der Crorterung der Lehre 
bon der Rechtfertiqung gur Geltung fommen lapt. Denn nirgendwo fat 
man eine folde BVeranlajfung, das Wort der Schrift nachdriiclich herbvor- 
gubeben, alZ two e3 fich um die Rechtfertiqungslehre Handelt. Hier ent- 
fcheidet eS fich, ob ein Theolog von wiffenjhaftliden Vorausjesungen an 
die Feftitellung diefer Lehre herantritt oder ob fein Gewwijfen in Gottes 
Wort gebunden ijt. LebtereS bermiften wir auf diefer Tagung.... Nur 
fo erflart e3 fic) auch, dak fic) innerhalb der ebangelifden Kirche Deutfd- 
lands die verfchiedenjten Lehrrichtungen behaupten fonnen und dap e3 nidt 
gur Bildung einer grofen ebvangelijden Freifirche fommt. Die lebten 
Verhandlungen, denen ich in Berlin beitvohnen fonnte, ergaben, dak man 
Die Drei berfdhiedenen Lehrrichtungen innerhalb der ebvangelifden Kirde nidt 
nur dulden, fondern auch twiirdigen twolle.“ 

Bum Sdluk bemerft D. Peters: ,,So fonnte e3 einem nicht entgehen, 
Dak eS bei diefen BVefprechungen doch an dem einen feblte, was unfer 
Gewwijjen an die reine Lehre bindet, namlich das Wort der Sdrift 
[von un3 unterftriden] und dag e3 nicht ar an den Tag trat, dak ,An- 
fang, Mitte und Ende der Theologie nichts anderes ift alS an Gotte Wort 
glauben‘’.“” Und wiederum: ,,Da3 Febhlen einer Antwort auf die geftellte 
Srage (tie fei iiber die Frommigfeit der Ntyfterienreligion und die evatia 
gelifde Frodmmigfeit zu urteilen, die Prof. Liekmann unbeantivortet Lief) 
verdeutlicjte wohl mehr als alles andere, dag alle Theologie mit der irr- 
tumlofen Oeiligen Schrift alZ dem principium cognoscendi fteht und fallt. 
Deshalb aber auch da sola Scriptura.“ 

D. Pieper hat da3, toad hier gum Wusdruc gebracht worden ijt, fo gefagt: 
» Dit der Neugnung der Ynfpiration der Schrift [und damit meint D. Pieper 
die Verbalinfpiration] geftaltet fich die Sachlage fo: 1. Wir verzicdhten auf 
die Erfenninis der chriftlichen Wahrheit ...; 2. auf den Glauben im drift- 
iden Ginn ...; 3. auf da3 Gebet . . .; 4. auf die ithermindung de3 
Tode$ .. .; 5. auf die Mijjionsmittel der chriftliden Mire . . .; 6. auf 
bie rechte chrijtlide Cinigkeit der Kirche, die im Glauben an Chrifti Wort 
befteht ...; 7. auf den Berfehr mit Gott. 8. Wir maden aus der drift- 
lichen Religion . . . eine Weisheit, die bon unten Her ift.... Wir bredjen 
Die gittlide HimmelSleiter ab, die Briide und den Steg, der den Himmel 
mit dDiefer Erde verbindet. Kurz, alles, was un gu Chriften macht und 
uns alg Chriften erhalt, lajjen wir pringipiell fahren, menn mir bon 
der Wahrheit abfallen, dak die Heilige Schrift durch die Ynjpiration Gottes 
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eigenes, unfeblbares Wort ijt.” (Vgl. ,Chriftl. Dogmatif’, 1, S. 369 f.) 
Mie wahr D. Pieper hHiermit geredet hat, beweift auc) gerade die Luther- 
Nfademie mit ihren ungeldjten Problemen und ihren unbeantivorteten 
Fragen. <§. X. De. 


John Eliot and His “Bay Psalm Book.” — John Eliot, “Apostle to 
the Indians of North America,” died on May 20, 1690, at Roxbury, Mass. 
“Last week,” reports Time (May 20, 1940), “the historic First [Uni- 
tarian] Church in Roxbury, Mass., celebrated the 250th anniversary of 
John Eliot’s death and the 300th anniversary of his Bay Psalm Book, 
first book published in the United States. Brilliant classic scholar, 
Eliot at 28 became second minister of Roxbury’s First Church; eight 
years later, in 1640, he was one of three editors of the Bay Psalm Book, 
then titled ‘The Psalms in Metre, faithfully translated for Use, Edification, 
and Comfort of the Saints in public and private, especially in New 
England.’ Critics panned it severely, said its verse constituted ‘the 
most unique specimen of poetical tinkering in our literature.’ But for 
a century, as edition followed edition, the Puritans liked the Bay Psalm 
Book. To his fifty-eight-year job at the First Church, Eliot added 
missionary work among the neighboring Indians. He learned Algonquin, 
a language which abounded in words like noowoomantammmoorkanu- 
nornash (our loves), preached to the Indians in their own dialect, 
established 14 self-governing Indian communities, converted more than 
1,000 savages, of whom some 25 became preachers. Eliot’s Indian converts 
docilely kept the Sabbath, wept over their sins, tackled theology with 
a will, were rewarded, at times, by apples and biscuits. In 1663 appeared 
Eliot’s masterwork: a translation of the whole Bible into the Massa- 
chusetts dialect of the Algonquins. When King Philip’s War came, 
Eliot’s ‘praying Indians’ dwindled away. But his great influence over 
the savage undoubtedly saved many a Puritan life. John Eliot died 
full of years and good works at 86, outliving his wife, all but one of 
his six children. Said his admiring friend Cotton Mather: ‘We had 
a tradition among us that the country could never perish so long as 
uliot was alive.” 

Time’s somewhat cynical but nevertheless appreciative comments 
suggest several weighty lessons. In the first place, in no popular secular 
United States History that we have studied is the difference between 
New England Separatism, Puritanism, and Congregationalism correctly 
stated. The Pilgrim Fathers were Separatists in the strictest sense of 
the term. Separatistic Puritanism was less extreme, and gradually the 
differences between the two disappeared and both separatistic trends 
were united into Congregationalism. The Concordia Cyclopedia presents 
the subject correctly and should be consulted by those who in our schools 
teach United States History. Eliot, properly speaking, was not a Puritan 
but a Congregationalist, and so organized his Indian parishes “after the 
manner of the Congregational Church” (McClintock & Strong). Secondly, 
Eliot’s amazing success among the Indians (for such it actually was) 
reminds us of our own manifold opportunities for doing mission-work 
in our neighborhood. 

Let us keep our eyes open and honestly face the mission needs in 

35 
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our communities. (Eliot, by the way, was also a pioneer mission-worker 
among the Negroes of Massachusetts!) To his contemporaries Eliot’s 
study of the difficult Algonquin and his determination to win these 
Indians for Christ must have seemed fantastic; but when afterwards he 
stood on “pulpit rock” (not far away from our own Martin Luther 
Orphanage in West Roxbury), surrounded by his Indian fellow-ministers 
and heard by hundreds of believing Indians, his precious work was 
vindicated against those who regarded the Indians merely as so many 
Canaanites, unfit to live and therefore to be missionized by the musket 
and halberd. 

Lastly, as Time rightly remarks, First Church in Roxbury is today 
Unitarian, and that First Unitarian Church of Roxbury should celebrate 
the 250th anniversary of Eliot’s death and the 300th anniversary of Bay 
Psalm Book (which, by the way, was a creditable achievement for that 
time) is indeed more than self-contradictory. Unitarianism largely dis- 
placed Congregationalism in Massachusetts about 1800, almost two 
hundred years after Eliot’s birth. Today as the tourist in Massachusetts 
studies the bulletin-boards of the ancient, graceful, churches that dot 
the country from Stockbridge to Boston, he is saddened by such notices 
as these: Founded ; Congregational till 1800; Unitarian 
since 1800. There is a warning in this general apostasy for us today. 
The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia says: “The chief origin of American 
Unitarianism was in the Congregational parishes of Eastern Massa- 
chusetts, where Arminian tendencies began before the middle of the 
eighteenth century. Aversion to creedal control and to strict adherence 
to Biblical teaching differentiated these churches from those responsive 
to the new Calvinism of the school of Jonathan Edwards.” (Italics our 
own.) Modern Liberalism also finds its stronghold in “aversion to creedal 
control and to strict adherence to Biblical teaching,” and unless we 
conscientiously continue in Christ’s Word (John 8:31,32) and do what 
Matt. 10:31,32 demands of us, we shall find it hard to avoid the tragic 
fate which befell the Christian churches in Massachusetts about two 
hundred years ago. Our course lies between fanatic narrowness, of 
which Separatism was guilty, and liberalistic Arminianism, in the wake 
of which came Unitarianism in New England. J.T.M. 


Emergency Committee in Behalf of Religious Liberty Meets. — 
For June 11 a meeting of this committee was scheduled to be held 
in Washington, D.C. The “Statement of the Principles of Religious 
Liberty” on which the conference is standing reads: 

“We believe that religious liberty is a God-given, ineradicable right, 
to be recognized and conserved by all human agencies that exercise 
authority. 

“We believe that religious liberty is the enjoyment by the individual 
of the inalienable right to choose his religious affiliations, without coercion 
from any source whatever. 

“We believe that religious liberty is the ultimate ground of demo- 
cratic institutions and that, whenever this liberty is questioned, restricted, 
or denied by any group, political, religious, or philosophical, the friends 
of religious liberty should become greatly concerned. 
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“We believe in the complete separation of Church and State as set 
forth in the First Amendment of the Federal Constitution: ‘Congress 
shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion or prohibiting 
the free exercise thereof.’ 

“We believe that the recognition and the preservation of religious 
liberty by civil governments involve the acknowledgment through their 
constitution, written or unwritten, that religion, or the duty which every 
man owes to his Creator, does not come within the cognizance of the 
government, 

“We believe that the time has come for all friends of religious liberty 
to consider that within the past twenty-five years one fourth of the 
population of the whole world has come under the sway of dictators who 
either delimit or completely destroy the religious liberties of the people 
over whom they rule, and considering this alarming fact, the friends of 
religious liberty should unite in its defense. 

“We believe that every friend of religious liberty should exercise 
himself to the utmost in the maintenance of absolute religious liberty 
for his Jewish neighbor, his Roman Catholic neighbor, his Protestant 
neighbor, and for every one else. Profoundly convinced that any 
deprivation of this right is a wrong to be challenged, we condemn every 
form of compulsion in religion, whether it be exercised by a religious 
body or a civil state. 

“We believe that the basic distinction between religious liberty and 
religious toleration must be clearly recognized, that the moral right to 
the full enjoyment of religious freedom can be consistently claimed only 
by those who repudiate religious coercion, and that the cultivation of 
a sentimental religious tolerance toward groups who within their own 
domain of authority deny to the individual his religious liberties should 
be condemned, because this tends toward the betrayal of a basic 
human right. 

“We believe that subtle and powerful forces are now at work within 
our own country threatening our democratic institutions, that the surest 
and most effective method for maintaining security is to strengthen the 
hands of the people of America in the God who has granted to every 
man the right to religious liberty, and therefore we call upon all who 
serve God, all who appreciate democratic institutions, and all who desire 
to restrain authoritarian and totalitarian aggression wherever found to 
join in the defense of religious liberty.” 

Full information concerning the conference can be obtained from the 
offices of the sponsoring committee, 715 Eighth St., N. W., Washington, D.C. 

Let us hope that the aim of the committee is not to cast our country 
into war to bring the blessings of religious liberty to other nations. 

A. 

Breng und die Reformation in Wiirttemberg. Aus dem ,,Kirchl. Ung. 
fiir Wiirttemberg”, Nr. 2, drucét die ,W. C. VK.“ verfdiedene Wusfagen ab, 
die nad) ihrem Dafiirhalten ,einer Nachpriifung dringend bediirftig find, 
fotweit fie Die gefchichtliche Seite anlarigen”. Wir ftimmen dem gu, dak diefe 
Gabe einer Nachpriifung dringend bediirftig find, geben fie daher hiermit 
(wegen Raummangels leider nur im Wu3gugq) tweiter. Gie lauten: ,1. Bei 
der Reformation de3 Hergogtum3 haben ein Lutheraner und ein Refor- 
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mierter mehr oder tweniger friedlich gufammengearbeitet. Das ift ein 
Unifum in aller Reformationsgefdhidte. Wie e$ dagu fam, iff nur gu 
permuten. Wher die Tatfache befteht: am Anfang der twiirttembergifden 
Rirde fteht eine Union... . 3. Mimmt ein folder [ein Lutheraner] zur 
Priifung der Lehre den twiirttembergijdhen Katedhismus in die Hand, a) fo 
wird er mit Befrembden die ihm ungetwohnic Anordnung der Lehritiicée be- 
merfen. Dak der Defalog dem Glauben nicht voran-z, fondern nachgeftellt 
ift, ift in der Tat nicht lutherifch, fondern reformiert und betrifft nicht etiwa 
blof® cine Nebenfache, fondern geht auf verjdhiedene Wuffafjung der Bedeu- 
tung de$ Gejebes guriic. b) Die Brengifche Erflarung der Taufe wird ihn 
miftranif maden.... Siir uns ijt feine Frage, daB Breng mit feiner 
GErflarung nicht blok gliiclicher ijt im Formulieren, jondern auch evange- 
lifer. c) An der Erflarung de$ Abendmahls wird ifn berubigen, dah 
die mirflice Gegenwart von Leib und Blut Chrifti gelehrt wird; aber e3 
flingt doc) ander$, wenn Luther fagt: ,€3 ijt der wahre Leib und Blut 
unfers HErrn SEfu Chrijti‘ uf. Und wenn fiir Luther in den nadchfol- 
genden Grflarungen das eigentlice Heilsqut nicht Leib und Blut, fondern 
die Vergebung der Giinden ift, fo ijt es Breng gelungen, beides in feiner 
GErflarung gu vereinigen und in Begiehung gueinander gu feben. 4. Sn 
unfern Tagen hat auf dem Tiibinger Lehrituhl ein Menfdenalter lang cin 
Mann getwirkt, der in der WAbendmahlsfrage nicht blo jeine Studenten, 
fondern auch feine: Gemeinde unlutherifd unterrichtete, und der dad Herg- 
ftiice Lutherifdher Froimmigfeit, die Rechtfertiqungslehre, fo unbefangen und 
fect fritijierte, Daf man immer tvieder erfchrocen ijt. %n feinem Grab hat 
ihm die twiirttembergijfde Kirchenleitung fiir jeine LebenSarbeit gedanft und 
ign alS einen gejegneten Lehrer der Kirche qefeiert. Das entfpridt 
Der Tradition der wirttembergifden Kirdhe von ihrem 
Anfang an“ (bon un3 unterjftriden). 

Man wundert fich, wie man e$ twagen darf, dem theologifden Leferfreis 
in fo twenigen Gaben fo viele hijtorifce Untwahrheiten aufgutifcden, da an 
dem Wrtifel faft alles bvberfehrt ijt und die Gefchichte der Reformation in 
Wiirttemberg geradezu auf den Kopf geftellt wird. Fiirchtet man denn gar 
feine Rritif mehr? Wir haben hier nicht den Raum, auf die verfehrten 
Darjtellungen eingugehen, mdchten uns aber einen qriimbdlicen Wrtifel von 
einem Hijtorifer erbitten itber Sreng und die Lutherijche Kirchenreformation 
in Wiirttemberg, mit befonderem Nachdruc auf die Wbtweifung calvinijcer 
Srriehre. AlS Fagit fonnte gejagt werden: Breng ftand in allen [utheri- 
fcen Lehren immer mit Luther gegen Romifde, Reformierte und irrende, 
abtweichende Lutheraner, befonders auch Melanchthon. Meujels Darftellung 
der Gache in feinem ,,.Oandlexifon” (sub Breng, S. 551) ijt durchaus hifto- 
rijch forreft: ,,Uber auch fernerhin trat Breng, namentlic) den bedenflicden 
Schwanfungen feines Freundes Melancdhthon gegeniiber, mannhaft ein fiir 
den lauteren und bollen Gaframent3beqriff.“ Und nicht ift gu vergeffen, dah 
Sreng furg vor feinem Tod alle in Stuttgart antwefenden Kirchendiener zu 
fich fommen lief, ,damit fie den erften Teil feines fdon vor vier Yahren 
abgefagten Teftaments vorlejen Hirten, in tweldem er noch einmal fich mit 
aller Freudigfeit und Cntidiedenheit gu Luthers Lehre befennt und nidt 
nur die Greuel des Papfttums, fondern auch alle gegen die WAugsburgijde 
Konfefjion erhobene Yrrlehre, infonderheit ,ausdriiclich und mit Namen die 
falfde, verdDammte Lehre der ZBwinglianer‘ [bon uns 
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unterftricjen] vertvirft und davor twarnt. Gr erflarte, daR er dabei jterben 
und genefen twolle, empfing gur Beftatigung defen und gur Starfung feines 
Glaubens mit den AUnitwefenden das heilige Whendmahl und ermahnte jeine 
Wmtsbriider unter Tranen gu rechter Veftandigfeit und Cinigfeit”. Als 
Theolog reichte Vreng nicht an Luther heran, was er auch offen gugab; als 
Organijator war er Luther twobhl itberlegen.. Yn jeiner Perfon und feinem 
Wirfen geigte er oft Cingigartigfeiten, die fich nicht leicht erflaren lajjen. 
Gin3 aber fteht feft: ,Der Tradition der wiirttembergifden Kirche von 
igrem Wnfang an” entfpricht eS nicht, dDaB Lutheraner und NReformierte 
»friedlich” gufammentvirfen; im Anfang der lutherifden Kirche wiefen die 
leitenden Lutheraner einen folchen Unionismus ab. %. ©. Me. 


“School Life,” the official organ of the United States Office of Edu- 
cation, Washington, D.C., reviews in the February and March, 1940, 
issues the present practice in America regarding the accrediting of 
professional schools, such as medical, dental, law, engineering, and 
other schools. With respect to the accreditation of theological schools 
in the United States and Canada the March issue reports the following: 

The American Association of Theological Schools, successor to the 
Conference of Theological Schools and Colleges in the United States 
and Canada, was organized out of the older conference in 1936 by the 
adoption of a new constitution. Article VII of the constitution provides 
for the setting up of a commission on accrediting and specifies its duties 
as follows: 

“Tt shall be the duty of the commission on accrediting to institute and 
maintain a list of accredited theological schools under standards 
determined by the association.” 

Upon appointment the Commission on Accrediting Theological 
Seminaries and Theological Colleges was given “full and final authority 
to institute and maintain a list of accredited theological seminaries and 
theological colleges.” 

During the next two years it carried on the work of inspecting 
such seminaries and colleges as desired to be considered for accrediting, 
and on June 30, 1938, issued its first report, containing a list of accredited 
theological schools. 

The standards used in accrediting the institutions follow for the 
most part those of organizations accrediting other types of higher 
educational institutions. They relate to (1) admission, (2) length of 
courses and graduation, (3) fields of study and balance of curriculum, 
(4) faculty, (5) library, (6) equipment, (7) finances, (8) general tone, 
and (9) inspection. 

The report listed 46 accredited theological schools, 3 of which are 
in Canada. Of this number, 11 (1 in Canada) were found to meet all 
the standards. The rest fall short of them, some in one particular, others 
in several. To the names of the latter institutions certain “notations” 
are appended, according to the number of items in which they were 
found to be deficient. In explaining its application of the standards 
to the schools, the report says: 

“Because of the unique combination of circumstances governing 
the development of theological schools in the United States and Canada 
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it was natural and perhaps inevitable that there should be the widest 
differences between these schools in their organization and manner of 
work. These schools were not cut to a pattern as they grew, and it is 
the last thought in any mind now to try to make them uniform. 

“But the association, by its own act, had adopted a statement of 
minimum standards and assigned to a commission the duty of admin- 
istering a policy of accrediting theological schools with these standards 
as a basis. And it was discovered, as soon as data from individual 
schools began to be presented in detail to the commission, that very few 
theological schools meet the standards completely in every particular. 
The very first problem that confronted the commission was that of 
dealing both fairly and honestly with these divergencies.” A.M.R. 


Strange Soviet Indignation.—The Soviet’s atheistic periodical 
Bezbozhnik is grieving bitterly over the oppression of the Greek and 
Russian Orthodox churches in Poland by the Roman Catholic hierarchy. 
The Soviet, in its “righteous and liberating” invasion and division of 
Poland, in cooperation with Germany, discovered to its great horror 
and indignation that “forty per cent. of the Orthodox churches in Poland 
have been destroyed or converted into Roman Catholic churches.” 
Polish legionnaires are charged with carrying off icons and church plates, 
with preventing the people in Polish territory from “freely fulfilling 
their religious obligations.” In all likelihood the charge is true enough, 
but to assume that the “Polish legionnaires” did this solely as Catholic 
crusading devotees is going rather far. However, what has happened 
to the Orthodox churches in Russia during the last twenty years? What 
has become of the churches of other religious groups, the Lutheran, for 
instance? What has been done with their churches? What has become 
of their pastors? Their disappearance under a welter of calculated 
communist hate and godlessness has none of the chaos of war to account 
for it.— The Lutheran. 


The Original Home of the Indians.— Those who fear a Russian 
invasion of our hemisphere will shiver when they learn that such a 
calamity has already taken place. But it was long ago; and though the 
occupation continues, it is nothing to worry about. Dr.Ales Hrdlicka, 
noted anthropologist of our celebrated Smithsonian Institute, is authority 
for the information that the Eskimos and Indians are essentially one 
people, and that they came originally from Siberia. Be relieved to know 
that Dr.Hrdlicka is dealing with ancient race migrations, not with 
political possibilities of the present. His examination of numerous 
deposits of ancient human remains in the Irkutsk region of Siberia has 
fully convinced him that they are the archeological residue of a Neolithic 
population which lived there 3,000 years ago, but which later vanished 
from that whole region. Comparing the bony structure of these remains 
with those of the Eskimos and Indians, he found them identical in all 
important characteristics with the early American remains of these 
people, which characteristics persist in their present-day descendants. 
Dr. Hrdlicka concludes that “all the native people in America, without 
exception, belong to one and the same basic race,” a race that could 
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only come from Asia and that was “neither physically nor culturally 
a very ancient race.” The Mormons may feel the need of revising 
Joseph Smith’s “revelations” of the Lamanites and Nephites who 
inhabited this land, the more so, because he claimed they were the 
descendants of the lost ten tribes of Israel. — The Lutheran. 


Brief Items.— The Allgemeine Evangelisch-Lutherische Kirchen- 
zeitung reports the death of Prof. Karl Mueller of Tuebingen at the age 
of eighty-seven and that of Prof. Eduard Schwartz of Berlin at the age of 
eighty-two. The former was active as a church historian, the latter con- 
tinued the work of Mommsen, giving, however, more attention than 
Mommsen to the study of the early Christian Church. He published 
a number of ancient Christian writings. 


When Walter Lippmann wrote that the delegates to the American 
Youth Congress showed themselves “shockingly ill-mannered, disrespect- 
ful, conceited, ungenerous, and spoiled” and stated furthermore that 
these young people “are hypnotized by Moscow,” he offered a severe in- 
dictment. Videant consules, etc., we say as we think about the young 
people in our own camp. 

In Quebec a controversy is being waged on the question whether 
woman suffrage should be introduced in that Canadian province. The 
measure is opposed by Cardinal Villeneuve, the head of the Catholic 
Church in Quebec. According to the Christian Century Mr. Jean-Charles 
Harvey, the brilliant editor of Le Jour (Montreal), in a leading editorial 
reminded the cardinal that, while the Church is sovereign in religious 
matters, the State is sovereign in civil matters. He further pointed out 
that in 1919 Pope Benedict XV assured one of the leaders in the woman 
suffrage movement in England that he did not disapprove of the grant- 
ing of the suffrage to English women, that the bishop of Tasmania re- 
cently commented on the fact that woman suffrage had notably improved 
the condition of women and especially of working women on that island, 
and that the rector of the Catholic Institute of Paris in 1924 had espoused 
the cause of woman suffrage in France. It seems the heads of the Roman 
Catholic hierarchy are in disagreement with one another. 


From Buenos Aires comes the information that there seems to be 
less willingness at present to let the Roman Catholic Church conduct 
religious instruction in the public schools during class hours. A bill, so 
it is reported, has been introduced by the minister of public instruction 
which seeks to change the present laws. What is proposed is a course 
of study which eliminates the teaching of religion. This would be in 
keeping with the federal constitution of Argentina, according to which 
religious instruction can be given only outside of class hours and must 
be based on requests from parents, and which opposes all discrimination 
in favor of a certain Church. What a boon if true separation of Church 
and State would be achieved! 

One of our exchanges submits the following distressing item: 
“Dr. Frederick Bartlett, Episcopal Bishop of Idaho, has sent out a warn- 
ing that rural America is fast becoming paganized and that, unless the 
trend is halted, the Christian Church in the United States is doomed. 
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Father Andrew Kelly of St. Anthony’s Roman Catholic Church, Hart- 
ford, Conn., calls for a united front of all religious forces against the 
movement toward paganism in this country. He said, ‘It becomes 
more obvious every day that all religious forces must unite in a com- 
mon battle on paganism, if for no higher motives than defense of our 
own possessions, among which is liberty.’ ” 

The cigaret has become a large source of Federal revenue. Last 
year it yielded more than $500,000,000. The Federal revenue from all 
tobacco products combined totaled $580,000,000, or more than twice the 
amount the Department of Agriculture estimates the tobacco-growers 
received for their tobacco crop. The total consumption of tobacco has 
increased approximately 136 per cent. in the last forty years—from 
381,000,000 pounds in 1900 to approximately 900,000,000 pounds in 1939. 
The total population increased during this period about 75 per cent. 
Government tobacco specialists say that these figures do not necessarily 
mean that the individual consumes more tobacco now. They believe 
that most of the increase in consumption is because a much larger pro- 
portion of the population now uses tobacco. — Watchman-Examiner. 


According to the Living Church seven Episcopal clergymen of New 
York, together with thirteen other members of the clergy of that city, 
signed a statement favoring birth control. It has often been observed 
that Modernism in theology is accompanied by a lack of sensitiveness as 
to what God teaches in the field of morals. 


It is reported that the bishop of Truro, England, has refused to 
install a priest in his diocese who insists on the practice of the reserva- 
tion of the Sacrament. The bishop is Dr.Hunkin. Some of his clergy 
are said to be up in arms against his decision. A serious situation indeed! 


On March 26 there occurred the death of Dr. George W. Wright, who 
for 35 years had been a Presbyterian minister in the Philippine Islands. 
Among his activities is mentioned the help which he extended lepers 
on those islands. The chapel of San Lazaro Hospital at Manila, dedicated 
to the care of lepers, is called the Wright Chapel for this missionary. 


On Long Island 13 members of the cult known as “Jehovah’s Wit- 
nesses” (Russellites) who had been convicted of disorderly conduct in 
their distribution of tracts were freed by a judge of a higher court, who 
held that, while they had evinced “lack of manners and bad taste,” they 
could not be punished for what they had done because of the religious 
liberty guaranteed by the United States Constitution. 


An editorial in the Watchman-Examiner laments that the Spanish 
government bans Freemasonry. If the report is correct that the new 
legislation “not only bans Freemasonry but applies penalties retro- 
actively, so that even if a man had surrendered his Masonic member- 
ship years ago, if it is discovered that he had once been a Mason, he is 
liable for punishment,” then, it seems, some real injustice is involved. 
But that Freemasonry and free government are contradictory has often 
been demonstrated. 

The falling interest rate has affected Union Seminary in New York. 
Its public-relations representative publishes information concerning a 
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drive to secure $300,000 to “create a stabilization fund for the endow- 
ments.” Most of this is now in hand. Only $48,000 remains to be secured 
before July 1. A special committee of Episcopal clergy is assisting. 
Union Seminary will probably become in time the spearhead of the 
movement for union between the Presbyterian and Episcopal churches. 
Out of reach of all control on the part of our Church, Union Seminary 
has for years exercised a strong influence upon our denominational 
affairs. This seminary was “modernist” until that cause failed and is 
now strongly “liberal,” “socialistic,” and “union,” these being momentarily 
the “current trends.” — The Presbyterian. 


The Seventh-day Adventists take their missions seriously, even in 
their Sabbath-schools. Though they are not a wealthy group, they have 
persistently and intelligently instructed their people, old and young alike, 
in missions and tithing. Each Sabbath, in every Sabbath-school, a def- 
inite missionary message is delivered, and then an offering is made for 
that particular purpose. Both their churches and their schools are on 
a tithing basis, and the entire tithe is devoted to their denominational 
missions, the largest proportion of which is put into foreign work. The 
Southern Presbyterian organ, the Christian Observer, sadly confesses 
that, though the Adventists number scarcely half the Southern Presby- 
terian membership, they contribute from four to six times as much to 
foreign missions. One small college congregation of 150 members is 
said to have given $7,000 for missions in one year. Just what would 
be the ratio of other denominations in such a comparison—say our 
own, for instance? — The Lutheran. 


According to the official Catholic Directory there are now 21,403,136 
Catholics in the United States. The number of converts during the past 
year is stated to have been 73,677. 


In New York, it seems, the forces of law, order, and morality won 
out in their attempt to prevent the appointment of Bertrand Russell as 
teacher in the City College of New York. The budgetary provision for 
his professorship has been stricken out. The newspapers reported re- 
cently that a judge declared Russell, prominent radical, on account of 
his views on marriage and morality, ineligible for the position of pro- 
fessor in that college. 


On April 7 there died, 76 years old, Dr. Cyrus Adler, president of 
the Jewish Theological Seminary, New York, and of the Dropsie College 
for Hebrew and Cognate Learning in Philadelphia. 


The Bay Psalm Book, whose tercentenary is observed this year, was 
the first book to be printed in what now is the United States. The 
importance of the work can be gaged somewhat by the fact that 27 edi- 
tions of it were printed in New England and that in Old England itself 
the work became quite popular, too. Speaking of its significance, Henry 
Wilder Foote, writing in the Christian Century, says: “It is the earliest 
literary monument of the English-speaking colonies, and it was an im- 
portant contribution to the religious life of its time. For more than 
a century it was the cherished collection of worship songs of our 
colonial ancestors.” A. 
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All books reviewed in this periodical may be procured from or through Con- 
cordia Publishing House, 3558 S. Jefferson Ave., St. Louis, Mo. 


A Commentary on Exodus. By Herman J. Keyser, B.D. Zondervan 
Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Mich. 451 pages, 542x8. Price, 
$3.50. 

This commentary, we are assured by the publishers, “is an aid to 
bulwarking the faith of the fathers.” ... “Its purpose is to establish 
the credibility and authenticity of the passages in the book long con- 
sidered untrustworthy.” The author rejects the theories of radical 
criticism of the now almost defunct Wellhausen school. He calls attention 
to many archeological discoveries and to a number of passages in the 
text which are incompatible with radical criticism. Yet he is far from 
accepting the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch as we have it in 
our Bible. In his opinion the Hexateuch is a composite book. “Early 
contemporaneous records were collected and arranged first by the 
Priest, known as the priestly strata, which, according to the present 
writer, began with the official installation by Moses on Sinai.” (P. 15.) 
Joel and other eighth-century prophets got their information and learned 
their art of writing from the “school of the priests located at the 
various centers both in the North and the South,” who in turn obtained 
their teachings from “the records made by their predecessors. These 
records included our early books — Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, 
and Joshua.” ... “If Exodus did exist, minus minor glosses, before 
the age of Samuel, how does it happen that the prophet historians, 
J from the South and E from the North, have their works incorporated 
in the book as we now have it?” The author informs us that after 
the division of the kingdom “there was begun what is common to all 
peoples, a partisan history of Israel taken from the original scroll of 
Exodus, some of which we have incorporated in our Hexateuch, but 
a good deal of which has been lost. Likewise, in the South, the prophet 
historians known as J set about adapting the original scroll to partisan 
purposes just like their brethren of the North whom they detested. 
Somehow, the original scroll was lost, so that at some period preceding 
Deuteronomy, probably after the fall of Samaria in 721 B. C., editors 
known as Rje [the compiler of the J and E records] began to rewrite the 
book from the materials at hand. These were J, E, and P. The impulsion 
to do this must have been great. What caused it, except but for 
the apparent unholiness of Israel, we do not know. ... The present 
writer feels that Rje judiciously selected sections from P, J, and E, 
properly to appease both the priestly and prophetic parties, who would 
have considerable followings, as well as differentiating between J and E 
to give additional evidence, witness, and what a later writer called 
a ‘cloud of witnesses’” (pp. 41, 42). 

Deuteronomy is placed “sometime earlier than 621 B.C.,” p. 19. 
Ezekiel chapters 40—48 came from an author “who lived during the 
profuse apocalyptic era (c.175B.C.), against whom the author of Eccle- 
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siastes cries out, ‘And further, by these, my son, be admonished: of 
making many books there is no end’” (p. 22). He takes this position 
because thereby “the much maligned priests, preexilic and postexilic, 
will have been restored to the honorable position in scholarly circles 
that they have always held in religious circles” (p. 22). Still, the author 
speaks of divine inspiration and calls Exodus the Word of God. How 
he can combine the two positions is beyond us. 

The author constantly compares the Septuagint and the Samaritan 
Pentateuch and gives valuable information on many archeological dis- 
coveries which throw light on the geographical and historical references 
in Exodus. Throughout the book the Reformed, and particularly the 
Calvinistic, theology is in evidence; so, e.g., in the note on chap. 7:3-7: 
“Pharaoh will be obdurate, stubborn, made so by Jehovah’s progressive 
measures.” (P. 129.) On chap. 7:13 he writes: “ ‘Hardened Pharaoh’s 
heart’ is equivalent to ‘made him stubborn,’ adamant.” The word used 
here by Moses does not bear this translation. It means “was or became 
hard.” The proof-reading has been rather loosely done. 

THEO. LAETSCH 
Kommentar zum Wlten Teftement. Herausgegeben von Prof. D. Ernft Sellin. 
Band XVI, 3: Die Klagelieder”, iiberfekt und erflirt bon D. Dr. Wil- 
helm Rudolph. WW. Deichertfche Verlagshudhandung, Leipzig. 74 Seiten 
644X914. Preis: RM. 3.50. 

Derjelbe Verfaffer, dem wir die Wuslegung deS Buches Ruth in dem befannten 
gropen Sellinfden Kommentar zum Alten Teftament verdanfen, hat auch die 
RKiagelieder behandelt, und was wir im Maiheft, S. 392 f., iiber feine Erflarung 
de8 Biichleins Ruth fagten, gilt auc) im allgemeinen von jeiner Arbeit iiber die 
RKlagelieder. Die Behandlung ift diefelbe; erft folgt auf 3wilf Seiten eine Cin- 
leitung, Die die iiblichen ifagogifchen Fragen erbrtert, dann folgt eine wirtlide 
tiberfegung in befonderem Drud, philologijdhe Bemerfungen in fleinerem Dru 
und fchlichlich Die Wuslequng. Bn den einleitenden Fragen behandelt er die in 
den Klageliedern angetwandte Kunftform des WUlphabetismus, infolgedeffen jeder 
Vers der einjelnen Kapitel mit einem Buchftaben de$ hebraifdhen WlphabetsS der 
Reihe nach beginnt und darum jedes RKapitel 22 Verfe nach der Bahl de$ hebrai- 
fen Wiphabets umfapt (das dritte Rapitel 66 Verfe, weil immer drei Verje mit 
demjelben Buchftaben beginnen). Cr weift mit Recht ab, dah diefe alphabetifden 
Uroftiha aus dem Schulunterricst ftammen, um da8 WUlphabet einjuiiben, und 
fagt: ,Dah die Klagelieder fiir den Unterridt gedidtet feien, weil der Lehrer 
mit feinen Sdchiilern gugleid) den Stil der Leidenflage einiiben wollte, madt aus 
Den mit Hergblut gefdriebenen Liedern voll fchweren Ernftes eine blofe Stil- 
iibung.” (S.3.) Dod meint der Verfaffer, dak der Sinn diefer Kunftdicdtung 
bi8 heute nod nicht befriedigend erflart fei. Wher ift nicht die alte Wuffaffung, 
dah diefe Form von den Didtern (Pj.9 und 10, 25, 34, 37, 111, 112, 119, 145, 
Spr. 31, 10—31) gewahlt fei, um die betreffenden Stiide als etwas Vollftindiges 
abjurunden und darum die Bahl de$ WiphabetS erfchipft, durdhaus befriedigend? 
Der Verfaffer nimmt fiir die Entftehung der Klagelieder die richtige fonfervative 
Beit an, nimlicd bald nach der Berftirung Yerufalems, im Jahre 587, und jeden- 
fall ldingere Zeit vor der Wiederherftellung der Stadt, im Yahre 536. Er fiihrt 
meiftens in guter Weife in das Verftindnis der Lieder ein, lift fcheinbare Wider- 
fpritche und hebt mit Recht als etwas Widhtiges hervor, dah drei der fiinf Rapitel 
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(1, 2, 5) mit einem Gebet fcbliefen und auch das dritte und bdierte mit einem 
hoffnungsvollen Wusbli€ enden. Jn bezug auf den Verfaffer meint er freilich, 
dap e8 nicht Yeremias fein finne, fondern ein Gefinnungsgenoffe deS grofen 
Propheten; aber die Griinde, die er anfiihrt und auf die wir jekt nicht nabher 
eingehen finnen, erfceinen nicht dDurchfehlagend, und die alte liberlieferung, dak 
seremias der Verfaffer fei, die fchon Wusdrut gefunden hat in der uralten, 
wahridheinlic) aus Dem Hebriaifcen ftammenden itberfdrift der Septuaginta, ,lind 
eS gefcah, nachdem JSrael gefangen und Yerujalem vertwiiftet war, fekte fic) 
Jeremia iweinend nieder und Ddichtete folgendeS Klagelied iiber Yerufalem und 
fagte’”, die auc) in neuerer Zeit von Keil, v. Orelli und andern vertreten wird, 
hat guten Grund. Rudolf hebt felbft Hervor, dak mit Sprachvergleidung und 
Sprachftatiftif, die manche Wusleger fiir Yeremia, andere gegen ihn al Ver- 
faffer in UWnfprucd) nehmen, nur ,twenig anzufangen ift” (S.8). Bet der itber- 
fejung beriicfichtigt er immer aud) das Metrum, und als itberfchriften und Bn- 
haltsangabe der fitnf RKapitel hat er folgendDe Stidworte: Kap. 1: ,Siehe wie id 
verachtet bin!” Rap. 2: »nBehovah Hat's getan“; Kap. 3: ,Das Vorbild ere- 
mias”; Rap. 4: ,Niemand blieb verfdont”; Kap. 5: ,Lakt uns werden vie 
friiher.” Diefe Stichworte find ganz jutreffend aufer bei Kap. 3; da fdnnen wir 
dem Verfaffer nicht beiftimmen, wenn er meint, dah Jeremia hier von fich felbft 
rede, jondern das , ich” ift folleftiv 3u faffen und geht auf die Einwohner Yeru- 
falems, wie Darum auch diefeS ,ich” mit ,wir’ abmwedfelt. Bol. BV. 1—24 und 
48—66 und den ,wir’-Wbfdhnitt V.40—47. Gut wird die theologijde Seite, dab 
wit fo jagen, der Klagelieder betont, da neben dem verdienten Geridt Gottes 
iiber fein Volt und feine Stadt immer auch die gittlide Gnade hervorgehoben 
wird, die Gott einem buffertigen Bolte fcenten will; und diefe Bue ift nicht 
eine Leiftung, fondern eine Gabe Gottes. Bgl. Kap. 5, 21; 3, 22—24. 31—33. Wir 
fehagen diefen furggefabten Kommentar als ein Werf iiber ein eines, vielfad 
guriicdgejegtes Bud) der Heiligen Schrift, das auf der Hohe der Beit fteht, wenn 
wir auc) manche Wusftellungen madjen miiffen. Uns bleibt eben immer nod al8 
wertvollfter neuerer Kommentar derjenige von Keil. Wnd was das Buch der 
Klagelieder unferer Beit 3u fjagen hat, ift bei anderer Gelegenheit ausgefithrt 
worden. Bgl. Concorpra THEOLOGICAL Montuty, 4 (1933) 161. 
&%. Firbringer 

The Holy Spirit. A Study of His Person, Ministry and Operations. 

By J.C. Massee, D.D., LL.D. Fleming H. Revell, New York. 144 

pages, 544x734. Price, $1.25. 

This monograph contains twelve chapters on the person and the 
work of the Holy Spirit, covering both the Old and the New Testament. 
The first five chapters broadly treat the doctrinal and the last seven the 
practical aspect of the subject. The author distinguishes, and rightly so, 
between the Holy Spirit’s gift of using unlearned languages and the 
special gift of “tongues,” found, for example, in the Corinthian Church. 
The reviewer, however, cannot agree with the writer in saying that 
the “Holy Spirit is not given in answer to the prayers of men” (p. 15), for 
that is clearly proved by Luke 11:13, despite the arguments to the 
contrary. When it is said that on Pentecost “the kingdom of Israel, 
an earthly kingdom, has given place to the kingdom of God on earth” 
(p. 79), the spiritual nature of God’s kingdom is ignored, and the 
meaning of Pentecost is misunderstood. To describe the Baptism of 
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the Holy Ghost as the “communication of God’s life and nature to 
man” (p. 125) is, to say the least, ambiguous. The Pentecostal outpouring 
of the Holy Spirit must not be identified with the unio mystica, nor must 
that union be taken in a pantheistic sense. Other statements likewise 
challenge criticism; the book demands discriminate study. Neverthe- 
less, it sets forth in a helpful outline a much-neglected but very 
important doctrine, and pastors who wish to place more emphasis on 
this doctrine by special lectures will gain much by its perusal, especially 
from its fine outlines and its practical applications. Dr. Massee is 
a well-known Fundamentalist, connected as guest lecturer with the 
Eastern Baptist Theological Seminary in Philadelphia, and a ranking 
evangelist, Bible-teacher, and author. He is certainly right when in 
the Introduction he declares: “There is a distressing and hurtful 
ignorance which now seeks to turn the ministry of the Spirit away from 
the things of Christ to the experiences of men, real or supposed” (p. 6). 
J. THEODORE MUELLER 


Gthif der Liebe. Von Wilhelm Liitgert. Werlag C. Bertelsmann, GiiterSloh. 
294 Seiten 6% x9. Preis: Kartoniert: RM. 9; gebunden: RM. 11. 
vDie Hriftlice Neligion ift die Neligion der Liebe.” So hebt dies Hobhelied 
der Liebe an. Das foll nicht befagen, dak die Liebe die Hauptfache in der chrift- 
lichen Meligion ift. Denn der zweite Sak lautet: ,Das Evangelium ift die Bot- 
jdhaft bon der Liebe Gottes, die in Chrifto BEju offenbar geworden ijt.” Der 
Sinn unfers Buches ijt: Weil das Chriftentum die Religion deS Glaubens ift, 
jo wei} nur die chriftliche Religion ctivas von der wahren Liebe, Der Frucht des 
Glaubens; und im Chriftentum fommt die Liebe zu ihrem gittliden Recht. Und 
nun wird in meifterhafter Weife das Lob der dhriftlichen Liebe gefungen. C8 wird 
dargelegt, worin Das innere Wejen der Liebe befteht und wie fie allen Tugenden 
den rechten Gehalt gibt und darum alle menfecliden BVerhiltniffe und Titig- 
feiten adeln und verflaren fann. Der Verfaffer (der bor Drucdlegung de§ Buches 
aus diefem Leben gefchieden ift), cin Meifter auf dem Gebiet der Philofophie und 
Pjydhologie, hat eS verftanden, die in diefen Wiffenfdhaften herrfdenden Begriffe 
jeinem Thema nugbar 3u machen. Mandes davon ftimmt allerdings nicht. Wber 
im allgemeinen fann man fagen, dab der, der fic) Das aneignet, was Hier auf 
Grund der Heiligen Schrift und nach AUnleitung des Kleinen Kathismus in fo 
cinfacher, edler Sprache iiber das Wefen und Wirfen der Liebe gefagt wird, ein 
beredter Prediger der Liebe fein wird. 

Wir geben einige Proben. ,Die chriftlice Ethit fat fic) gufammen in das 
LiebeSgebot. G8 ift das eine Gebot, das alle Gebote in fich fchlicht. Liebe ift 
Die Erfiillung deS Gefeges. Sie ift der Grundiwille, der alle Pflicjten erfiillt, 
alles Gute umfaft. Liebe ift Das Gute, die eine und einzige Tugend.” (S. 1.) 
rDie Liebe beginnt mit Achtung. Darin, dah man den Nichften in feiner in- 
Dividuellen perfinliden Cigenart gelten lift und anerfennt, bejieht das Verftind- 
nis fiir ihn, und die3 wird als die erfte und grifte Wobhltat empfunden. Wer 
fidh verftanden fiihlt, ift banfbar. ... Wenn e8 richtig ift, dab alle Liebe auf 
Gegenliebe rechnet und um fie wirbt, fo verfihrt fie nidt nach der Regel Do ut 
des, fondern fie fudht und fchagt aud) in der Gabe des andern ihn felbft.... Die 
Liebe ift etwas anderes alS die ,fchenfende Liebe. Denn mit diejer verbinbdet 
fih ein Iberlegenheitsgefiihl, cin Selbfthetwuptfein, burch) weldes der Nachfte herab- 
gefekt wird gu einem bediirftigen Empfinger, der in fic) felber nichts ift und 
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bon dem Geber villig abbingig ift.... Liebe mus vor allen Dingen faibig fein, 
gu beobachten, 3u hiren, 3u fcweigen und gu verftehen. Die itberlegenheit jeigt 
fich nicht darin, dak man fic) felbft ausfpricdt und mitteilt, fondern dak man e3 
verfteht, den Nachften dazu gu bringen, dah er fic) auSfpricht und mitteilt. Dies 
wird nicht durd) irgendeine padagogifde oder feelforgerliche Technit erreidt, fon- 
Dern allein durd) das univillfitrlice, unrefleftierte Qntereffe an den andern. 
Wie im gangen geiftigen Leben deS Menfdjen, fo ift auch in der Liebe die erfte, 
tieffte, urfpriinglide Fabhigteit die Empfainglidfeit, ein Wt des Vernehmens. . . . 
Der Grundzug der chriftliden Cthif befteht darin, dap alle Tat Liebe fein fol. 
Sowwenig der Menfeh um feiner felbft wiilen da ift, fo wenig ift e8 feine Tatigfeit.« 
(S. 90 ff.) Wus dem Kapitel ,Demut”: ,Gemeinfcaft ift nur dann miglic, 
wenn die einzelnen, die fic) gur Gemeinfchaft sujammenjfdliefen, bereit find, fic) 
einguordnen. ... Die Cinfehranfung de$ Geltungsftrebens ift erft dann Demut, 
wenn fie auf einer Cinjdrainfung der Selbftjdhigung beruht. Das innerfte 
Wefen aller Liebe ift eine Schakung de$ Niachften. Schon darum ift die Liebe 
Demut. Denn die Schikung deS Nachften bhegrenzt die Selbftfdhakung. Bede 
Selbftitberfhigung fiihrt 3ur Unterfdhaikung der andern, das Heit, 3u einem 
lieblofen Urteil iiber fie... . Die Demut gehirt als Grundbhaltung deS Men- 
fchen zum Evangelium BEfu. Sie beruht auf der Erfenntnis der Wertlofig- 
feit, Der Entbehrlidfeit alles menfdhlicen WirfenS vor Gott, Luf. 17,10... . 
Durch das Evangelium von der Rechtfertigung deS Siinder$ allein aus Glauben 
ohne die Werke deS GefekeS wird alles Rithmen ausgefdloffen. ... Der Kampf 
gegen Die chriftliche Ethif in der Gegenwart richtet fich befonders gegen die chrift- 
liche Demut wie gegen das KReufdhheitsgebot. Wie das Reujdheitsgebot, fo fei 
aud) das Demutsideal unnatiirlich, eine Hemmung der normalen, ungebrodenen 
Haltung de gefunden Menfden. Demut fei Schwide.... Das Befenntnis der 
Demut lautet nidt: Jd bin nists, fondern: Beh bin alles durc) und darum 
fiir Gott.” (S. 145 ff.) 

Allen Wusfiihrungen de$ Buches fann man freilic) nicht beiftimmen. Auf 
Seite 152 heift eS: ,Darum nennt Paulus die Gnade Rechtfertigung. Der 
begnadigte Giinder ift geredht und darum aufredt.” Was foll das heifen? 
Seite 194: ,WUus vergebener Siinde entfteht Liebe. Durch fie wird auch der Fall 
deS Menjden eingeordnet in feine Erlifung.” Das ift nicht forreft geredet. 
Seite 29: ,Die Erlifung befteht in der Erwedung deS Willens zur Liebe.” Das 
ift falfh. Wuch dies: ,Der Glaube an den unfichtharen Gott entfteht im Kinde 
Dadurch, Daf eS Eritwachfene fieht, Die Gott alS Realitit behandeln, befonders im 
Gebet.”“ (S. 193.) Th. Engelder 


Swedish Contributions to Modern Theology. By Nels F. S. Ferré. 
Harper & Brothers, New York. 250 pages, 6X8%. Price, $2.50. 

We are sure that this book will be warmly welcomed in many 
theological circles of our country, since it offers a comprehensive, yet 
fairly brief and intelligible view of the present-day predominant trends 
in modern Swedish theology. The author, himself the son of a Swedish 
pastor, is now professor-elect of theology and philosophy at the Andover 
Newton Theological School. A Liberal, he nevertheless endeavors to 
evaluate the positive elements in modern Swedish theology, represented 
especially by the theological school of the well-known Lund University; 
though it may be questioned whether a professed Modernist can duly 
estimate and appreciate conservative emphases in their whole scope. 
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Broadly speaking, Swedish theology, like ancient Gaul, may be divided 
into three parts: a distinctly liberal wing, represented by the Uppsala 
school; a distinctly conservative type, represented by the High- 
churchly Rosendahl movement and the pietistic Schartau movement; 
and, lastly, a mediating trend, championed by the Lundensian school, 
in which among others such men as Aulén, Nygren, and Bring are 
outstanding. According to Ferré “the Lundensian theology is best 
understood as the resurgence of historical Christianity, as a reaction 
to the indefiniteness of a confused Liberalism” (p. 23). At the same 
time, while “Lundensian theology is a return from all relativisms to the 
absolute assurance of religion,” it is not a return to “the Biblical 
literalism of the past. In this respect the movement represents a com- 
promise with traditionalism and is suspect in certain orthodox circles 
as ‘radical to the point of stagnation’” (p. 29). Modern mediating 
theology in Sweden may be said to go back to Luther by way of Barthian 
and similar present-day German theologies. From Luther it borrows 
only its necessary major premises; substantially, it is a “philosophical 
theology.” “Theology is a strictly scientific discipline with a logical- 
descriptive method. Its field is the object of faith which it finds in 
the positive religions” (p. 46). It insists upon being recognized as a 
“science in good and regular standing” (p. 47). Preeminent in this 
theology is “the relation of God to man” (p.95ff.), and here the major 
premise is that God is agape [Luther: “eitel Liebe”] (p. 105). It is 
“His essentia to love” (p. 109). In contrast with agape stands eros, 
“man’s effort to ascend” (p. 319). Without going any farther into details 
on this score, we may say that we here have a Religionsphilosophie, which 
loses itself in endless questions and problems and thus wastes precious 
time, properly belonging to the study of Scripture and the Lutheran 
Confessions, and which in the end overthrows both the sola scriptura 
and the sola gratia. For those who wish to acquaint themselves with 
present-day trends in Sweden, Ferré’s book will be very helpful, 
though Nygren, Aulén, and others whom he quotes ought to be studied 
in the originals. Most of the quotations are brief and are presented 
out of their context, so that often they do not present a clear picture 
of the original. Ferré’s language is sufficiently clear for the average 
student of theology to follow, while the subject-matter is relatively 
simple, for which we thank both Ferré and the theologians whom he 
quotes as his authorities. J. THEODORE MUELLER 


Instructions for Non-Catholics before Marriage. Rev. Anthony L. Ost- 
heimer. The Dolphin Press, Philadelphia, Pa. 232 pages, 4x514. 
Price, 60 cts. 


These Instructions are intended for non-Catholics who are con- 
templating marriage with Catholics and present the chief doctrines and 
practices of the Roman Catholic Church from the viewpoint of the 
inquiring non-Catholic. Pastors who have no text-book on Roman 
Catholic doctrine may welcome this brief compend on Roman doctrine. 
The booklet is of interest especially because it clearly shows Rome’s 
position on mixed marriages. Canon 1064 in the New Code Canon Law 
(1917) reiterates Rome’s prohibition of entering into a mixed marriage 
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without episcopal dispensation. Such dispensation is granted only when 
the non-Catholic has given the ante-nuptial promises, viz.: 1. that he 
will recognize the Catholic principle of the indissolubility of marriage; 
2. that he will not prevent the Catholic party from exercising his faith; 
3. that all children, of either sex, born to the couple shall be baptized 
and brought up in the Catholic faith, even though the Catholic party 
should be taken away by death; 4. that marriage shall be performed 
before a priest. (Pp. 11—15.) This fourfold promise requires not only 
the signature but also the intention of living up to the promise. (We 
understand that the Milwaukee diocese requires the promise to be in 
legal form.) The third promise is motivated as follows: The Catholic 
Church is the only true Church and must demand that Catholic children 
are raised as Catholics; and since most non-Catholics believe that all 
churches are equally good, they will find it quite easy to sign this 
pledge. It is evident from these Instructions not only that Rome is 
interested in having the non-Catholic party understand why the Catholic 
spouse observes the various Roman practices, but that Rome is deter- 
mined to gain the non-Catholic for the Catholic faith before marriage 
is consummated. Rome understands only too well that the prenuptial 
promise to “join the Church after marriage” is frequently not kept 
and therefore makes every effort to gain the non-Catholic before 
marriage. F. E. Mayer 


Mother’s Book. Forty-two Meditations for Expectant Mothers. By 
Karl Ermisch. Good Samaritan Book Store, Fargo, N. Dak. 
87 pages, 6x8. 

This little paper-covered volume offers material for which many 
pastors have been waiting. It seems that many expectant mothers find 
it difficult to attend public services. Besides, they need, in addition to 
the comfort and encouragement given them by faithful pastors, the 
regular consolation of the Word of God. The little meditations offered 
here by Doctor Ermisch, a total of forty-two, will certainly serve the 
purpose for which they are intended, for they offer food from Scripture 
on the thoughts which are most likely to be found in the heart of 
a Christian woman during pregnancy. If, as we hope, the first edition 
is soon exhausted, we also hope that a subsequent printing will offer 
a more substantial binding for the little volume. P. E. KRETZMANN 
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